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ABSTRACT
Efficiency of Fiscal Allocations in Site-Based Empowered Schools
by
Jerome Jay Meyer
Dr. Teresa S. Jordan, Examination Committee Chair
Professor of Educational Leadership
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
This study implemented a two phase concurrent mixed-methods design to
generate a greater understanding of how elementary schools with increased autonomy in
fiscal decision making allocated their money, how their site-based decisions affected
allocative efficiency, and how increased autonomy affected site-based decision making
when compared with a set of matched control schools within a large urban district.
Phase I compared school site expenditure patterns of site-based empowered
schools to demographically matched control schools and to all elementary schools within
a large urban district over four years, 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07, and 2007-08.
Expenditure data were collected from the In$ite data base using the categories set by
Cooper‟s and Lybrand‟s Finance Analysis Model: a model that uses the downward
accounting extension. Also explored was the relationship between fiscal decision making
and allocative efficiency through the use of a data envelopment analysis (DEA) which
used multiple outputs against multiple inputs to compare levels of efficiency among the
four, site-based empowered schools and demographically matched control schools.
Phase II consisted of a qualitative analysis of interview questions answered by
empowerment and control school principals.
If how dollars are spent is a critical factor in maximizing student outcomes, then a
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critical question becomes „who should make those decisions?‟. An empowerment school
concept in a large urban district in the southwest was developed with the belief that
involving those closest to the student in making decisions about the fiscal allocation of
resources can improve student outcomes. However, the concept of making decisions
closest to the client to affect productivity outcomes can only be effective if schools
allocate money toward variables that are known to improve outcomes.
By looking at schools in a large urban school district, this study provides insight
into how schools deemed „empowerment‟ and „control‟ allocated their dollars, how sitebased decision making affects efficiency, and the link between school improvement
efforts and fiscal decisions.
This study revealed there was little difference in how empowerment schools spent
their money when compared with demographically matched control schools and the total
number of elementary schools within the district. The empowerment and control schools
both showed decreased efficiency when compared with themselves during base line years
(2005 and 2006) and with all elementary schools in the district during the study years
(2007 and 2008).
In terms of site-level decision making, empowerment schools expressed a greater
sense of empowerment than did control schools. However, being a site-based
empowered school did not ensure that they would make decisions that improved
efficiency. While these site-based schools were more aware of issues at the site level,
principals did not show awareness of the growing body of literature that connects school
based fiscal allocation decisions to educational outcomes.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The questions of “Does money matter?” and “How is money spent?” are at the
forefront of current education finance policy discussions (Ferguson, 1991).
Accountability, at-risk students, standardized testing, year-round schooling, charter
schools, teacher salaries, and class sizes are topics that suggest the need for increases in
spending. However, a thorough review of the literature on the topic of school spending
and allocation of monies shows that quantity may not be at the heart of the problem.
While an adequate level of resources is an issue, as evidenced by the current wave of
school finance litigation, how educational dollars are spent is also a critical factor.
Research by Odden and Archibald (2000) demonstrates that the reallocation of monies
and increased efficient use of resources can have a positive effect on student outcomes.
For nearly half a century, resource allocation has been the focus of educational
research. Prior to the 1960s, fiscal decisions were based on the belief that student
outcomes were manipulated solely by internal factors. Thus, the conclusion was held that
more money equals a better education (Marion & Flanigan, 2001). By the mid 1960s,
researchers began to look at variables outside of schools that affected achievement. They
found that students‟ backgrounds, socioeconomic status, and self concept were shown to
be the greatest predictors of their educational success (Coleman et al., 1966).
This laid the groundwork for the research of Dr. Eric Hanushek of the University
of Rochester, who was a pioneer in the now familiar topic of „Does money matter?‟ in
education. He raised eyebrows in the early 80s by contradicting the majority‟s opinion on
how to improve education. While politicians, parents, and board members were echoing
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arguments that increased funding was the key, Hanushek offered that “increased
expenditures by themselves offer no overall promise for improving education”
(Hanushek, 1986, p. 1167). Instead, he argued that schools were not using their money
wisely – they were being economically inefficient – “because they pay for attributes that
are not systematically related to achievement” (p. 1166).
Hanushek‟s research was revolutionary and thus controversial in its field and
many arguments were postulated to challenge his findings. The leading argument was
that Hanushek‟s process for his meta-analysis was unreliable. Greenwald, Hedges, and
Laine (1996) argued that the meta-analysis gave equal weight to all studies, when some
deserved a higher level of importance than others, thus skewing the results. Greenwald,
Hedges, and Laine conducted a similar study with the purpose of addressing what they
saw as the perceived weaknesses of the Hanushek methodology. They broke the
independent spending variable down into several sub-variables such as per-pupil
expenditures, teacher salary, teacher experience, and other variables that might have
positive or negative effects on student achievement. They found that the null hypothesis,
which stated that no correlation existed between resource and achievement, was “rejected
for every resource input…with the exception of the PPE [per pupil expenditures] and
teacher education” (Greenwald, Hedges, and Laine 1996, p. 374). Their findings provided
increased clarity to the general „spending‟ variable and they argued that both allocation
and efficiency were the keys to greater student achievement. Efficiency in this context
means allocating dollars toward variables which have the greatest impact on student
outcomes (Greenwald, hedges, and Laine, 1996).
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By the mid 1990s, educational researchers (Ferguson, 1991; Grissmer, Glanagan
and Williamson; 1997, Odden and Archibald, 2000; Verstegen, 1994; Wenglinsky, 1997;
Xu, 2002) had turned their focus away from the general spending variable (how much
money) and began looking at variables that, when adequately funded, affected student
outcomes (how money is spent). Recognizing these variables, efforts were made on a
national level to improve student outcome: (see Goals 2000: Educate America Act P.L.
103-227 and Elementary and Secondary Education Act P.L 107-110).
Goals 2000: Educate America Act, signed into law in March of 1994, was the first
governmental effort at utilizing the newfound information on fiscal allocation to improve
educational outcome. The goals, which were to be achieved by the year 2000, included
increased graduation rates, standards for achievement, and continued education for
teachers. The law, with appropriations of over a hundred million dollars “establish[ed] a
framework in which to identify world-class academic standards, to measure student
progress [outcomes], and to provide the support that students may need to meet the
standards” (North Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 2007, p. 1). The basis for
such a law was the belief that increasing expectations would in turn increase student
outcomes.
According to Superfine (2005), by the turn of the century, a limited amount of
success was achieved through Goals 2000. Due primarily to the lack of accountability,
educational structures were not meeting the standards set by the act, and the concerns of
being passed up by other nations did not subside. School reformers searched for a
different educational structure or some other solution to meet the standards that were
behind Goals 2000. No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was the next federal policy step.
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NCLB attempted to address the perceived weaknesses of Goals 2000 by focusing on
setting high expectations for standards-based outcomes and on holding schools
accountable for those outcomes.
With increases in accountability, schools began desiring more autonomy and
decision making power. Decentralization movements popped up across the country and
the concepts behind Site-Based Management (SBM) picked up steam, finding their place
in the continuum of educational reform during the 1990s and the start of the 21st century
(David, 1995; Holloway, 2000). Even though SBM evidence is inconclusive (Beck &
Murphy, 1999; Odden, & Archibald, 2000; Ringwalt et al., 2004; Stevenson & Schiller,
1999; Wagstaff, 2001), there has been an increased emphasis of the positive relationship
between site-based decision making and student outcomes (Odden, & Archibald, 2000).
Murphy and Beck (1995) outlined five major domains of a decentralized, site
based managed, school. These domains are the main areas of decision making within
educational institutions, and include goals, budget, personnel, curriculum, and
organizational structure. The degree to which a school is decentralized, Murphy and Beck
assert, is illustrated through these five domains. Even though Murphy and Beck (1995)
assert that all five domains must be understood to fully realize the degree of
decentralization, to date, little research has been conducted to determine how site-based
managed schools differ across these domains from schools functioning in a more
centralized bureaucratic structure.
Due to accountability and political pressures, and in spite of the somewhat
equivocal nature of the research on SBM, a large urban school district in the Southwest
has introduced a pilot to empower site-based administrators, teachers, and parents in a
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few selected at-risk schools with the goal of positively impacting student outcomes. The
pilot program includes a provision to do a 5 year impact study of these pilot schools
designated as “empowerment schools” to ascertain the feasibility of expanding the
empowerment concept to other schools throughout the district. One aspect of the impact
study was to explore the fiscal allocations and fiscal decision making process in the
empowerment schools.

Statement of the Problem
To date there is a limited understanding of the distribution of educational dollars,
the effect the distributions have, and the processes used for fiscal decision making in sitebased, empowered schools.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine how elementary schools with increased
autonomy in fiscal decision making allocate their money, whether their site-based
decisions affect allocative efficiency, and how increased autonomy affects site-based
decision making when compared with a set of matched control schools within the given
district.
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Research Questions
The research questions for this study were:
1. How are monies distributed among expenditure categories for all elementary
schools in a large urban district? (Phase I)
2. How are monies distributed among expenditure categories for the empowerment
schools and matched control schools in a large urban district? (Phase I)
3. What are the differences and/or similarities in expenditure patterns between the
empowerment schools, matched control schools, and all the elementary schools in
a large urban district? (Phase I)
4. What is the relationship between fiscal allocation patterns and student outcomes
for the elementary schools? Empowerment schools? And matched control
schools? (Phase I)
5. What is the governance structure and process for developing school budget
priorities and school budgets in empowerment schools compared with a set of
matched control schools? (Phase II)
6. What is the governance structure and process for developing school improvement
plans in empowerment schools compared with a set of matched control schools?
(Phase II)
7. What are the links between fiscal decision making and school improvement
efforts in empowerment schools compared with the control schools? (Phase II)
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Significance of this Study
If how dollars are spent is a critical factor in maximizing student outcomes, then a
critical question becomes „who should make those decisions?‟. The empowerment
school concept in the large urban district in this study was developed with the belief that
involving those closest to the student in making decisions about the fiscal allocation of
resources can improve student outcomes. However, the concept of making decisions
closest to the client to affect productivity outcomes can only be effective if schools
allocate money toward variables that are known to improve outcomes (Odden, Archibald,
Fermanich, & Gross, 2003; Verstegen, 1994; Wenglinsky, 1997). This study will provide
information to policy makers on how schools allocated their dollars, how site-based
decision making affects efficiency, and how linkages between school improvement
efforts and fiscal decisions impact student achievement. By better understanding key
aspects of efficiency and the schools decision making processes, educational leaders and
policy makers can develop models of site based management (SBM) that actually allocate
dollars to what makes a difference and thus positively impact student outcomes.

Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework used in this study was developed from the growing
body of literature that connects school based fiscal allocation decisions to educational
outcomes. With the onset of NCLB and the increased demand for educational
production, Hummel-Rossi and Ashdown (2002) believed it important to identify the
connection between resource inputs and outputs with the intent of optimizing production.
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Educational researchers (Ferguson, 1991; Grissmer, Glanagan and Williamson,
1997; Odden and Archibald, 2000; Verstegen, 1994; Wenglinsky, 1997; Xu, 2002) have
turned their focus away from the general spending variable (how much money) and are
beginning to look at variables that, when adequately funded, affect student outcomes
(how money is spent). Consequently, this study is grounded in the research related to
how money is spent at the school level.
Odden and Archibald (2000) studied five elementary schools as they reallocated
their current funds. The major areas of adjustment that provided increased production
included class size reduction, individual tutoring, intensive professional development,
and having a full time instructional facilitator at the school site. Each school implemented
expensive programs that were successful in creating the desired outcomes without
increased funding. This was done by eliminating unnecessary or inefficient uses of their
resources and reallocating their dollars toward variables that increased production.
Wenglinsky (1997) found that some spending measures played a role in student
achievement while others did not. For example, Wenglinsky‟s results show that student–
teacher ratios were positively correlated to educational outcomes. However, he found
that teachers‟ levels of education were not correlated with either school environment or
mathematical achievement (1997). Looking from a broader perspective, Grissmer,
Glanagan and Williamson (1997) determined that “additional money matters for students
from less advantaged backgrounds and minority students, but may not matter for students
from more highly advantaged backgrounds” (p 15).
Since it is clear that some variables effect student outcomes and others do not,
Odden, Archibald, Fermanich, and Gross (2003) created a framework that allowed
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districts to evaluate school spending. Listed in table 1.1 are sixteen resource indicators
that were found to have an effect on student outcomes. Since a link existed between
school expenditures and educational programs, Odden et al. (2003) believed there was a
need for a framework to provide a “context and insight into school instructional priorities
and strategies” (p. 328).
The framework developed used a combination of Chambers and Parish‟s (1994)
Resource-Cost Model (RCM) for gathering staff expenditure and Fowlers‟ (2001)
„downward accounting extension‟ (DAE) which “pushes the relevant data from the
district budget down to the school level” (Odden et. al., 2003, p. 326). According to
Odden et. al.‟s (2003) this framework “facilitates thinking about school budgets in the
context of trying to improve school effectiveness” (Odden & Picus, 2008, p. 193).

Table 1.1: Odden’s School Resource Indicators
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Summary of Methodology
This two phase concurrent mixed-methods study (Creswell, 2003) was a subpart
of a larger five year longitudinal study of empowerment schools in a large urban
southwestern school district. The greater Empowerment School Study (EES) explored the
impact of all decentralized decision making on school and student outcomes. However,
the purpose of this study was to determine how the elementary school‟s deemed
„empowerment‟ allocated their money, whether their site-based decisions affected
allocative efficiency, and how increased autonomy affected site-based decision making
when compared with a set of matched control schools within the given district.
The first phase of this study used quantitative methods and consisted of two parts.
Part one focused on the fiscal allocation patterns of all elementary schools, empowerment
schools, and a set of control schools using a descriptive analysis of expenditure patters
reported in a downward accounting model mandated by the state. Part two examined the
relationship between fiscal allocation patterns and student outcomes using data
envelopment analysis to measure relative efficiency. The second phase used qualitative
methods to explore the links between fiscal decision making and school improvement
efforts in the empowerment school as compared with a set of matched control schools
through an interpretivist approach of decoding and analyzing principal interviews.

Analysis of Data
Phase I: Quantitative Analysis of Fiscal Expenditures and Relative Efficiency
As aforementioned, phase I consisted of two parts. Part one compared the school
site expenditure patterns of the empowerment schools to all elementary schools in a large
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urban district. Expenditure data were collected from the In$ite data base (EDmin.com,
2008) using the categories set by Cooper‟s and Lybrand‟s (2003) Finance Analysis
Model: a model that uses the downward accounting extension (Fowler, 2001). Once the
data was collected, comparisons were made across three groups: (1) the empowerment
schools, (2) a set of matched control schools, and (3) all elementary schools in the large
urban district.
Within each of these comparisons, descriptive statistic such as median, range, and
percentages were calculated to form a baseline of comparison. Second, a degree of
variance (ANOVA) was calculated to determine whether there was a significant
difference in spending patterns among the sub groups. Third, expenditure trends over four
years for all three groups were analyzed, two years prior to empowerment schools being
implemented and two year after empowerment schools were implemented.
Part two explored the relationship between fiscal decision making and allocative
efficiency. To address this, data envelopment analysis (DEA) was conducted using
multiple outputs against multiple inputs (Table 1.2) to compare levels of efficiency for
empowerment schools as compared with a set of matched control schools and all
elementary schools within a large urban district (Norman & Stoker, 1991; Stiefel,
Schwartz, Rubenstein, & Zabel, 2005).
DEA is a linear programming technique that compares individual schools,
referred to as decision making units (DMU), against the aggregate by enveloping all the
DMUs into an efficiency frontier and placing all DMUs at or below the frontier (Stiefel,
Schwartz, Rubenstein, & Zabel, 2005). However, multicollinearity of the variables can
cause a disproportionate number of DMUs to lie at or near the frontier. Therefore, to
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maintain variance among DMUs and prevent a high concentration of DMUs at or near the
frontier, a correlation matrix was constructed to eliminate variables that are highly
correlated.

Table 1.2: Possible input (independent) variables and output (dependent) variables
to be enveloped into the DEA.

Phase II – Qualitative Analysis of Fiscal Allocations and Improvement Efforts
Phase two consisted of a qualitative analysis of interview questions answered by
empowerment and control school principals. Responses to the interview questions were
triangulated with test data and school improvement goals found on the Nevada Report
Card. The interview questions included data about the school‟s process of arriving at
fiscal decisions and school improvement goals, the links between fiscal decisions and
school improvement efforts, and data relative to the school resource indicators as
aforementioned in the conceptual framework (Odden et. al., 2003). All interview
12

questions in this phase of the study were imbedded into the Empowerment School Study
(ESS) interview protocol conducted by UNLV‟s Center for Evaluation and Assessment.

Sources of Data
School site expenditure data were gathered by EDmin.com using In$ite
(EDmin.com, 2008) software. In$ite was originally used to produce financial reports for
school districts, however, in recent years, the information gathered by In$ite is being
coupled with the student performance data of INFORM to help districts measure their
education production.
Demographic characteristics, including ethnicity, gender, and special populations,
and the school improvement goals were provided by the Nevada Department of
Education and made available through the Nevada Annual Report of Accountability
website, www.nevadareportcard.com. Achievement data, including the 3rd-5th math,
reading, and science Criterion Referenced Test (CRT), were provided by the district‟s
Department of Research and School Improvement.
Interviews with school site principals on school improvement efforts were
conducted by staff of the Center for Evaluation and Assessment. Interviews were tape
recorded, transcribed, and member checked before analysis to ensure accuracy of the
record.
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Definition of Terms
Empowerment School – Components of an empowerment school consist of: (1)
Smaller Class Size – reduced to a student/teacher ratio of 25 to 1 in core classes, (2)
Additional Time –Twenty-nine minutes per teacher per day and five more days per
teacher per year, and (3) Increased Funding - $150,000 in discretionary funds, 5%
increase in pay for principals, 2% incentive pay package for all licensed staff if and
when achievement goals are met, $50,000 of temporary funding over three years, and
financial support from each school‟s community partner. (UNLV Center for
Evaluation and Assessment, 2008).
Classroom Materials - An expenditure variable comprised of the cost for pupil-use
technology/software, instructional materials, trips, and supplies (Cooper & Lybrand,
LLP, 2003).
Core class size – The average number of students per teacher in mathematics,
English/language arts, science, and social studies classes. (Odden, 2003).
Cost function – Estimate of the minimum cost for producing some level of performance.
(Stiefel, Schwartz, & Rubenstein, 1999).
Efficiency – The use made of resources in the attainment of outputs, in the context of
environmental factors (Normand & Stoker, 1991).
Expenditures per pupil – calculated by dividing total school operating expenditures from
all funds and all sources by the total student enrollment. (Odden, 2003).
Face-to-Face Teaching – An expernditure variable comprised of the cost for instructional
teachers, substitutes, and instructional paraprofessionals (Cooper & Lybrand, LLP,
2003).
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Facilities – An expenditure variable comprised of the cost for building upkeep, utilities,
and maintenance (Cooper & Lybrand, LLP, 2003).
Length of a class periods – The typical length of class periods in minutes. (Odden, 2003).
Length of core class periods – The length of math, English/language arts, science, and
social studies class periods in minutes. (Odden, 2003).
Length of instructional day – The number of hours per day that students are present for
instruction. (Odden, 2003).
Length of reading and mathematics class periods – The length of math and reading class
periods in minutes. These include periods when students are specially grouped for
extended math or literacy instruction. (Odden, 2003).
Non-instructional Pupil services – An expenditure variable comprised of the cost for
transportation, food services, and safety (Cooper & Lybrand, LLP, 2003).
Noncore class size – The average number of students per teacher of classes other than
mathematics, English/language arts, sciences and social studies. (Odden, 2003).
Percent core teachers - The percentage of all license school staff except the principal and
assistant principal(s) who are regular classroom teachers. (Odden, 2003).
Percent ESL/LEP/bilingual – The number of students eligible for services through the
English as a second language program or a bilingual program (Odden, 2003).
Percent low income – The percent of enrolled students eligible for the federal free- and
reduced – price lunch program. (Odden, 2003).
Percent Special education – The percent of students in the school with an Individual
Education Program (IEP). (Odden, 2003).
Performance - The relationship between the current state of technology and efficiency
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(Fried, Lovell, & Schmidt, 1993).
Production function - Estimate of the maximum amount of output that can be produced
from a given quantity of inputs. (Stiefel, Schwartz, & Rubenstein).
Productivity - A ratio of output to inputs (Lovell, 1993).
Professional development expenditures per teacher - Calculated by dividing a school‟s
total expenditures for professional development by the total number of licensed
teachers, which will include mentors and instructional facilitators. (Odden, 2003).
Program Support – An expenditure variable comprised of the cost for program
management, therapists, psychologists, evaluation, and social work services (Cooper
& Lybrand, LLP, 2003).
Pupil Support – An expenditure variable comprised of the cost for guidance/counseling,
library/media, extracurricular activities, and student health services(Cooper &
Lybrand, LLP, 2003).
Reading and Mathematics class size – The average number of students per teacher in
math and reading classes. (Odden, 2003).
Regular class size – The size of the regular-education, self contained, classroom. (Odden,
2003).
School Management – An expenditure variable comprised of the cost for the salarie for
principals, assistant principals, and school office personnel. (Cooper & Lybrand,
LLP, 2003).
School unit size – The student enrollment of each instructional unit within a school
Building. (Odden, 2003).
Site based management – Freedom to make decisions regarding school goals, budget,
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personnel, curriculum, and organizational structure at the site level. (Murphy and
Beck, 1995).
Special academic focus – The academic program focus, if any, of a school. (Odden,
2003).
Student enrollment – The total student enrollment of the school. (Odden, 2003).
Teacher Support – An expenditure variable comprised of the cost for curriculum
development, in-service, and support for staff development (Cooper & Lybrand, LLP,
2003).
Technology - The productive transformation between inputs and outputs (Fried, Lovell,
& Schmidt, 1993).

Assumptions
It was assumed that all data collected by In$ite was accurately reported by the
schools, that In$ite properly distributed the data into the correct In$ite categories, and
that the principal responses to interview questions were honest and accurate.

Limitations and Delimitations
The following Limitations and Delimitations should be considered when
reviewing the results of this study:
1. The fiscal allocation data are only applicable to the large urban district under
study.
2. The expenditure findings can only be generalized to the extent that school
demographics would be similar.
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3. This study did not consider all variables that might affect allocative efficiency in
the selected district.
4. The data envelopment analysis (DEA) was limited to evaluation of fiscal
allocations and should not be used to rank the enveloped schools.
5. The interview protocol was part of a larger 5 year study of empowerment schools.
As such, the interview questions were delivered by different interviewers.
Individual variations in follow-up and probe questions could have resulted in
variation of depth of detail gathered.

Summary
This study used a two phase concurrent mixed-methods design (Creswell, 2003)
to explore how “empowerment schools” allocate money and whether their fiscal
decisions affected allocative efficiency when compared with both a set of matched
control schools and all elementary schools in a large urban district.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
From the onset of publicly funded education, people have evaluated the equality
and excellence of America‟s public educational system (Bacharach, 1990; Cuban 1990).
This search, arising with the Lancastrian and common schools of the early 1800s and
proceeding all the way to the present day Charter and Choice Schools, stems from an
ongoing attempt to make school opportunities equal for all children, and at the same time,
to make their outcomes positive and high achieving (Cuban, 1990). These attempts at
increasing equity and excellence, and the questions driving them, have been the basis for
much educational reform throughout America‟s history (Murphy, 1990).

Equity and Excellence in Education
As early as the turn of the nineteenth century, Lancaster‟s (1803) „common
school‟ reform broke the exclusivity of the private and religious schools and brought
about equity and opportunity to all students (Kaestle, 1983; Whalen, 2002). At the same
time, however, the movement brought with it a perceived drop in excellence that
privately funded schools carried (Cuban, 1990; Whalen, 2002) and by the late 1800s,
reformers moved to improve student outcomes (excellence) by creating specified
curriculum and course offerings to fit students‟ varying needs (Cuban, 1990). Even with
its success in bringing greater achievement (excellence) in some contexts, this change
brought with it pockets of inefficiency and inequity due to the variance in course
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offerings. Reformers, once again, shifted their perspective for the purpose of bringing
about greater equity, excellence, and efficiency (Tyack, 1974).
This cyclical focus on equity and excellence in school reform is evident through
time (Bacharach, 1990; Cuban 1990), however, up through the 1930s, evaluations were
grounded in closed systems theories which held that schools were solely influenced by
internal factors and independent of outside influences. The emerging research of the
1940s, such as Mort and Cornell (1941), pointed away from this prevalent mindset and
argued that external factors played a role in students‟ educations (Marion & Flanigan,
2001). Researchers of this time were laying the foundation for an Open
Systems/Contingency Theory approach to the study of education. These theories
emphasized the environment in which a school was placed, balancing both internal and
external factors.
The 1950s and 1960s open systems/contingency theories propagated a dramatic
shift in research, culminating in Coleman et al.‟s (1966) review of over six hundredthousand students and teachers in the public school system. Equality of Educational
opportunity (Coleman et al., 1966), commonly referred to as The Coleman Report,
essentially debunked the closed systems theories that had been directing reform during
the last 160 years. The extensive data produced showed that the strongest predictors of
student achievement had little to do with the schools and their equitable or un-equitable
course offerings, class sizes, and grading strategies and more to do with the students‟
backgrounds, self concepts, and socio-economic statuses.
Because of the Coleman Reports, the early 1980s saw reform shifting back to
excellence of education (Murphy, 1990). The National Commission on Excellence in
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Education‟s (NCEE) report, referred to as A Nation at Risk, played a key role in seeing
the school reform cycle back to the question of quality. The report proved to be a grim
look at America‟s public school system. Statistics on an increasing illiteracy rate, dropout rates, and remedial classes, as well as on international achievement passing America
by, showed the education system to be lacking in excellence (Murphy, 1990; North
Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 2007).
According to Murphy (1990), the core concern driving the NCEE‟s report was the
belief that internationally, America was falling behind other industrialized nations. Not
wanting to lose their status as a worldwide leader, Americans united in a dynamic focal
shift away from educational inputs such as money, curriculum, and factors outside the
control of schools and onto student outcomes. By basing decisions on student outcomes,
reformers attempted to address the problem of international inadequacy. By the late
1980s, outcome based education became the focus, bringing with it some unanswered
questions such as „against what standards will educational outcomes be measured?‟ and
„what organizational structure will best meet those standards?‟.

Site Based Management
A lasting concept arising from these questions is the idea of Site Based
Management (SBM) (Gamage & Sooksomchitra, 2004). Finding its roots in
Psychological Theory, SBM is a form of organizational culture focused on personal
growth, development of skills and, the interaction between people. Decisions are made
based on values rather than the bottom line, and efficiency is less important than
effectiveness (Eastlund, 1991; Smaby, Harrison, & Nelson, 1994). These concepts differ
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from those applied in classrooms in years prior. Scientific Theory used to be the guiding
principle in business and classrooms alike, pointing more towards centralized leadership,
obtaining goals, improving efficiency and stability, and specializing in particular roles
(Eastlund, 1991).
The main objective of SBM is to involve those closest to educational issues in the
decision making process (David, 1995; Holloway, 2000; Smaby, Harrison, & Nelson,
1994; Streeter, & Franklin, 1993). Typical educational structures involve top-down
administration where school boards hold the majority of the power, and policy directs
actions. However, SBM‟s decentralization of management brings control to the school
level, involving administrators, teachers, and parents (Brocato, 1990; Dee, Henkin, &
Pell, 2002; Wagstaff, 2001). Typical bureaucratic systems simply inform people of
change, not offering motivation for buy-in. The involvement in decision-making offered
through SBM, however, increases ownership of the participants and draws on their
knowledge of the situations with which they are closely involved. These factors increase
the level of buy-in, cultivating greater cultural change (Brocato, 1990).
Team building becomes very important when a system brings together groups
from all levels to participate in the decision making process. This is an essential element
of SBM that often focuses on problem solving and conflict resolution. Face to face
communication is emphasized not only as a successful aide in communicating, but also
an important factor in creating a positive working culture.
Because SBM is more a culture than a specific organizational system, there does
not exist a tried and true methodology for implementation. In fact, the use of SBM should
vary from school to school, based on the individual schools‟ needs. Many schools
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organize – via appointment or election – a group of administrators, teachers, parents,
students and community members to address school issues. These groups, often called
Campus Leadership Teams or Site Councils, must have the power to implement decisions
in order to be successful (Wagstaff, 2001). Though the focus of the teams will vary, some
of their basic responsibilities include school budgets, curriculum, and goal-setting (Dee,
Henkin, & Pell, 2002).
Members of the leadership teams must find resources in their colleagues that do
not fit a typical school format. Under the SBM structure, school boards delegate some
decisions making, central office staff facilitate rather than monitor, administrators focus
on creating a specific climate and empowering teachers, teachers learn the school issues
and decide what is important to them and their students, and parents turn to the wellbeing of a whole school full of students, rather than simply considering their own
child[ren] (Eastlund, 1991; Wagstaff, 2001,). Affecting such a cumulative effort makes
the issue of excellence a concern for a much broader group, increasing the probability of
success. While each individuals‟ role is important to the success of SBM, the
administrator‟s ability to delegate his or her responsibilities to others – not hold on to a
power he or she once had – is a key factor. As long as leaders try to retain rather than
share power, change will not occur (Dee, Henkin, & Pell, 2002; Holloway, 2000).
While SBM is a relatively new concept in schools, gaining popularity in the early
90s, it has been around for several decades. Some corporations began shifting their
management to a bottom-up approach as early as the 1930s (Brocato, 1990). Researchers
such as Walter Shewhart, Joseph Juran, and Edwards Deming, recognized that making
decisions closest to production could improve the quality of outcomes. Their work
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developed concurrently with a prominent human relations movement in the 1920s, which
encouraged the shift of management toward the personal and individual needs of
employees (Braughton, 1999). Deming developed the most widely known
implementation of that human relations movement - a 14-point philosophy rooted in
human psychology called Total Quality Management (TQM). His concepts originated in
the work of Shewhart who was applying statistical theory to quality control. Deming
observed that production quality, which had previously been attributed to employees,
might actually be a function of the organization itself, and its methods of management.
While largely overlooked for several years by his own country, Deming‟s model of
improving quality in an organization experienced wide-spread success in Japan before it
was implemented in America (Braughton, 1999).
Deming‟s HR based philosophy encouraged managers to practice leadership,
focusing on training, support, and employee involvement in goal assessment, rather than
supervision which point managers toward discipline, encouraging them to seek out and
correct mistakes. Supervision based management creates a fear-based system where
employees do not feel comfortable or valued (Braughton, 1999).
Juran took an analytical approach to achieving quality through management
techniques and appealed to the practical, rather than the theoretical minds. He offered
specific techniques like market research, product design, and new methods of inspection,
even writing a handbook for businesses to follow in order to improve their quality of
products and outcome (Landesberg, 1999). The main tenets of Deming‟s 14-point
philosophy focus more on concepts like loyalty, trust, and quality, allowing members of
an organization to take ownership, understand their value, work across departments as a
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team, and take pride in their organization. He also stresses the importance of training in
order to improve the individual, and therefore, the outcome of the company.
Though the management styles of Deming and Juran came and went along with
fluctuations of the economy, they resurfaced again in the 1980s. It was at this time that
decision making-responsibilities began being transferred to a group of people considered
to be lower on the corporate totem pole, in an effort to improve workplace efficiency
(Brocato, 1990). The major change from this use of SBM to what we see today is its
intent. Whereas in the 80s, SBM was used to increase efficiency, there is now a
movement away from a focus on the product, and towards a focus on the individuals
involved (Eastlund, 1991). As was aforementioned, this resulted primarily from the shift
away from scientific theory, and toward psychological theory.
While SBM was being introduced into corporate America, classrooms were still
functioning under a hierarchical structure. Teachers sometimes had a say in textbook
selection, but the majority of decisions regarding their classrooms were in the hands of
the administration, school board, and district. It was not the teachers or parents who
pushed for their increased involvement, but rather the influence of three major
movements in education – desegregation, school reform, and effective schools (Brocato,
1990). The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching originally pointed out
the lack of teacher involvement in the decision making process and this announcement
spurred the efforts of the National Educators Association and the American Federation of
Teachers. In 1987, these organizations set to convince school boards that teachers should
be involved in the more critical decisions that affected their environment (Brocato, 1990).

25

By 1990, approximately one third of U.S. schools claimed to have implemented
some degree of SBM (David, 1995; Holloway, 2000). Some states – New York being one
of the first – were even pushing to make the governing style mandatory, amidst claims
that such a decree would counter the very premise of SBM (Wagstaff, 2001). A study of
Nevada schools reported that 50% of principals claimed to use SBM in their schools,
with even higher figures in their claims of supportive boards of trustees and
superintendents (Matranga & Horner, 1993). However, concrete facts on whether such a
system could improve student achievement or school culture were still lacking. In fact,
little research has been produced to date on SBM, because of the lengthy process of
implementing such a dramatic shift in school organization (Brocato, 1990).
Of the research that was completed by the turn of the century, results were mixed.
In the late 80s and early 90s, Wagstaff (2001) examined two diametrically opposed
school districts in Texas and their implementation of SBM. While Texas passed a law in
1991 requiring school districts to implement certain aspects of SBM, both of the districts
in Wagstaff‟s study had already been experimenting with the system.
District A, a primarily wealthy, white district that shifted to being much poorer
and more ethnically diverse during the 1980s, initially tried to implement improvement
teams comprised of an unspecified number of parents, teachers, and administrators with
little success. However, in 1989 they created leadership teams made up of 6-7 teachers
and a principal as part of a shift to SBM and saw significant impact in three different
areas. First, students of varying skill levels were placed in the same classes, eliminating
honors and remedial sections. Second, standards were integrated across the curriculum,
re-introducing topics in multiple classes. Third, scheduling was designed by the teachers
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to accommodate the schools‟ particular educational needs. Electives were eliminated to
ensure that the basics were well understood, and certain subjects were double-blocked
(Wagstaff, 2001).
District B, which was populated with children living in poor conditions, some
without water or sewer, implemented two decentralized leadership teams; an Educators‟
Professional Advisory, made up of faculty, and a Campus Improvement Team that
consisted of teachers, parents, and community members (Wagstaff, 2001). Through
these decentralized leadership teams, structural change was seen in four areas. Like
district A, they grouped students heterogeneously, emphasizing team teaching and
improving all students‟ skills by having the more advanced students work with remedial
kids. Second, at risk students had a daily schedule of four classes instead of seven, thus
reducing their work-load and allowing more instructional time in the basic subjects.
Third, District B trained staff to move away from lecturing and other traditional teaching
methods. They focused more on problem solving, higher-level thinking skills and critical
analysis. Last, like District A, they integrated material into different subject areas so
students would see things from different angles and benefit from repetition (Wagstaff,
2001).
The research produced by Wagstaff (2001) described changes made in districts
that decentralized, though it did not go so far as to determine if these changes produced
higher student outcomes. The State of Texas, in which both of these districts were
located, also mandated the use of collaborative goal setting between faculty and
administration. In their longitudinal study of state education policies, Stevenson and
Schiller (1999) noted that schools such those studied by Wagstaff, where SBM was

27

required, were more successful than those not requiring its use (Stevenson & Schiller,
1999).
In other SBM research, results found even fewer changes in effectiveness than
those in Wagstaff‟s (2001) study. A study of SBM in the implementation of substance
use prevention programs found that collaboration among teachers did not result in more
effective curricula. This study also noted that the schools involved had difficulty
implementing SBM effectively because of inadequately informed teachers, failure to
provide training and technical assistance, members‟ resistance to change, or a remaining
authoritarian decision making structure (Ringwalt, Ennett, Vincus, Rohrbach, & SimonsRudolph, 2004).
Doty (1994) argues that teachers are often given “pseudo” forms of power where
“participation is nothing more than a manipulative tool devoid of any real meaning”
(p.2). He adds that some teachers do not want the responsibilities of an administrator and
are therefore resistant to being placed in a decision making role. Still others feel they
aren‟t amply prepared. McCloskey, Mikow-Porto, & Bingham (1998) found that 25% of
teachers never received professional development in preparation for the implementation
of SBM.
According to a 1998 study, 80% of schools using SBM have a governing council,
but many of these are ineffective and do not clearly state the roles or teach the needed
competencies (Levey & Acker-Hocevar, 1998). Many schools try to rush the change
process, not allowing for the cultural shift that needs to accompany changes in policy or
procedure. Others only implement parts of the concept of SBM, never achieving the
bigger picture (Bauer & Bogotch, 1997).
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Lynn Beck‟s (1998) study attempted to sort out the variables that aid in or inhibit
the success of SBM. She cited schools that attributed positive cultural change and
increased teacher satisfaction to the implementation of SBM, but noted that very few of
these schools linked the management style to academic achievement. One of the schools
that was able to produce successful academic results, cited student involvement in the
learning process as a key factor. Teaching methods moved away from the traditional
lecturing style and became more narrative, involving students in the storyline. Children
were also using their imaginations in the learning process, presenting the information
they learned in creative ways, researching concepts, and using high-level thinking skills.
These instructional techniques were one of the four factors that Beck cited as essential to
the successful implementation of SBM. Appropriate leadership from the administration
was another factor. As other studies have pointed out, leaders that will not relinquish their
roles and share the decision making will prevent SBM from becoming successful (Beck
& Murphy, 1999; Stevenson & Schiller, 1999). Community involvement and necessary
resources were the other two factors determined as being essential to the program‟s
success. These factors not only provide teachers with the necessary tools and training, but
also create a sense of satisfaction for those involved. On a positive note, SBM was found
to offer easy implementation of programs, more control for the personnel, encouragement
for involvement by parents and the community, and more autonomy (Beck & Murphy,
1999).
Despite these positive factors, Beck and Murphy (1999) found SBM did not
enhance the quality of the decisions made at the schools or guarantee the hiring of quality
teachers. Overall, though many positive changes (such as higher morale and increased
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student and teacher involvement) could be seen within the schools in Beck‟s study, SBM
was found to have little to do with increases in educational outcomes. It seemed that
SBM was the predictor of the positive changes, but not the causation (Beck & Murphy,
1999).
Although SBM evidence is inconclusive, there has been, an increased emphasis of
the positive relationship between site-based decision making and student outcomes
(Odden & Archibald, 2000). To better understand this relationship and the potential for
use of SBM in schools, researchers are delving deeper into the schools that utilize SBM.
One such effort is that of researchers Murphy and Beck (1995) who developed
five major domains of a decentralized, site based managed, school. These domains are the
main areas of decision-making within educational institutions, and include goals, budget,
personnel, curriculum and organizational structure. The degree to which a school is
decentralized, Murphy and Beck assert, is illustrated by these five domains, and the
amount of freedom given in each. It is common for schools to be decentralized in some of
the domains but not in others, and even the extent of decentralized within each domain
can vary.

Does Money Matter?
A major component of decentralization, school budgets and fiscal allocation are
key issues for schools practicing SBM. The question of „Does money matter?‟ in
effecting educational outcomes has evolved of late into „How is money used to effect
educational outcomes?‟
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A thorough review of the literature on the topic of school spending and allocation
of monies shows that quantity may not be at the heart of the problem. While an adequate
level of resources can be an issue, as evidenced by the current wave of school finance
litigation, how educational dollars are spent is a more critical factor. Research by Odden
and Archibald (2000) demonstrates that the reallocation of monies and increased efficient
use of resources can have a positive effect on student outcomes.
Prior to the 1980s, multiple theories related to educational spending and student
achievement circulated throughout the educational community (Marion & Flanigan,
2001). In the 1930s, Orin Powell performed a study on one room schools in New York
State and found that those schools which had greater expenditures were also producing
greater educational outcomes (Marion & Flanigan, 2001). Likewise, Lorne Woollatt in
1949 found that quality produced by school systems was directly correlated with perstudent expenditures (Elliot, 1949). Thus, the conclusion was formed that more money
equals a better education (Marion & Flanigan, 2001). On the other hand, Mort and
Cornell (1941) showed correlations between external factors and student achievement to
be higher than the correlation between spending and achievement. In addition to Mort
and Cornell‟s findings, the Coleman Report of 1966, which reviewed over 600,000
students in the public school system (Ferguson, 1991), found that the strongest predictors
of student achievement had little to do with schools (Marion & Ferguson, 2001). Rather,
the students‟ backgrounds, socioeconomic status, and self concept were shown to be the
greatest predictors of educational success (Ferguson, 1991).
This paradox laid the groundwork for Eric Hanushek‟s research into „Does money
matter?‟ in education. He raised eyebrows in the early 80s by contradicting the majority‟s
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opinion on how to improve education. While politicians, parents, and board members
were echoing arguments as old as the 1930s, saying that increased funding was the key,
Hanushek argued that “increased expenditures by themselves offer no overall promise for
improving education” (Hanushek, 1986, p. 1167). Instead, he argued that schools were
not using their money wisely – were being economically inefficient – “because they pay
for attributes that are not systematically related to achievement” (p. 1166).
Looking more closely at Hanushek‟s reasoning, he points to statistics showing
that schools doubled their per-student expenditures from the 1960s to 1990 (Hanushek,
1995). However, student achievement did not rise proportionally over the same time
period. Hanushek attributed the majority of this increased spending in education to a rise
in the cost of experienced teachers, advanced degrees, special education, serving diverse
populations and decreased class sizes. For example, the student/teacher ratio dropped
from 25.8:1 in 1960 to 19:1 in 1980 (Hanushek, 1986). Extending the time frame of the
observation, from 1960 to 1995, the student-teacher ratio was actually cut in half (1
teacher to 17 students) resulting in twice as many salaried employees teaching the same
number of students (Hanushek, 1995).
The percentage of teachers with a Master‟s degrees, which was at 26.1% in 1966,
jumped to 53% 6 years later (Hanushek, 1986), and increased again to 56% by 1990
(Hanushek, 1995). These teachers are stepped up on the pay scale resulting in increased
expenditures for education. Also, between 1966 and 1983, the median number of years of
teacher experience jumped from 9 to 13. Since schools base their pay scales on both
continuing education and years of experience, these changes caused an increase in
educational cost (Hanushek & Rivkin, 1996).
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It could be argued that changes such as these would benefit student achievement,
due to increased interaction between students and better educated, more experienced
teachers. However, Hanushek‟s meta-analysis of 300 research studies found only a few
that showed significant correlations between class size, graduate degrees or spending and
student achievement (Hanushek, 1995). Because of these limited findings, Hanushek
believed “there is no consistent, systematic relationship between school resources and
student performance” (p. 61).
In his 1995 article, Moving Beyond Spending Fetishes, Hanushek (1995) stated
that the performance of 17-year-olds, studied by National Assessment of Educational
Progress, showed static or declining results over the past few decades. From the 1970s to
the 1990s, reading scores were nearly the same, science achievement decreased, math
scores showed a slight improvement and SAT scores decreased substantially.
Though Hanushek‟s research was revolutionary in its field, many arguments arose
against it; the leading argument being that Hanushek‟s system of measurement for his
meta-analysis was flawed. Greenwald, Hedges, and Laine (1996a) argued that such a
system of measurement gave equal weight to all studies, when some deserved a higher
level of importance than others. In addition, they stated that many of the studies included
in Hanushek‟s meta-analysis lacked statistical significance and argued that he did not
require a „study‟ to be independent, therefore including multiple results that should not
have been considered (Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine, 1996a).
Because of their concerns, Greenwald, Hedges, and Laine (1996a) conducted a
similar study, but broke the independent spending variable down into several subvariables such as per-pupil expenditures, teacher salary, teacher experience, and other
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factors impacting student achievement. They found that the null hypothesis, which stated
that no correlation existed between resource and achievement, was “rejected for every
resource input…with the exception of the PPE [per pupil expenditures] and teacher
education” (Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine 1996a, p. 374). Their findings provided clarity
to the general „spending‟ variable by arguing that allocation and efficiency were the keys
to greater student achievement, and asserted that “money, and the resources those dollars
buy, do matter to the quality of a child‟s education” (Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine 1996b,
p.415).
One of the most significant findings in the research conducted by Greenwald,
Hedges and Laine (1996b) was that a per pupil expenditure increase of 500 dollars,
directed toward teacher salaries, would increase achievement by 1/6 of a standard
deviation. This is the exact opposite conclusion of Hanushek, who found that over the
course of 25 years, such increases in salary did not have an effect on student
achievement. Hanushek countered Greenwald, Hedges and Laine‟s findings stating that if
their assumptions were correct, the salary increases of $4,390 (accounting for inflation)
would result in a student achievement increase of nearly one and one third standard
deviation. However, Hanushek‟s results showed that these increases in achievement did
not exist (Hanushek, 1986).
Xu (2002) also acknowledged flaws she felt were evident in the methodology of
Hanushek‟s meta-analyses but pointed out that there is a growing consensus that
spending efficiency is the most significant factor in achievement – not just spending
itself. She argued that there is obvious evidence to prove that some districts use money
efficiently while others do not.
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Similarly, many researchers (Ferguson, 1991; Grissmer, Glanagan and
Williamson, 1997; Odden and Archibald, 2000; Verstegen, 1994; Wenglinsky, 1997; Xu,
2002) involved in the debate on money in education acknowledged the inefficiencies in
spending for public education. Slavin (1994) studied some of the poorest districts and
found that more money given to these districts did not guarantee higher results in
achievement. He concluded that increased funding only provides opportunity and does
not guarantee results. Results in achievement are garnished when funds are efficiently
allocated toward effective means.
Despite any problematic methodology attributed to Hanushek, his research
remains some of the most cited in the field. Grissmer, Glanagan and Williamson (1997)
sided partially with Hanushek in their research. Their study determined that “additional
money matters for students from less advantaged backgrounds and minority students, but
may not matter for students from more highly advantaged backgrounds” (p 15). For
example, reading and mathematics scores among Hispanics grew .6 and .4 of a standard
deviation respectively more than their non-Hispanic counterparts from 1980-1990.
Wenglinsky (1997), who leans more towards Hanushek‟s line of thought, felt that
money matters only when it is allocated in such a way that creates positive results in
achievement. His study looked at several spending variables including student-teacher
ratios and expenditures on administrators. He found that some spending measures played
a role in student achievement while others did not. Wenglinsky‟s results, unlike
Hanushek‟s, show that student–teacher ratios were positively correlated to school
environment, which, in turn, was positively correlated to mathematical achievement.
However, he found that teachers‟ levels of education were not correlated with either
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school environment or mathematical achievement. Wenglinsky concluded that money
must be allocated to instruction in order to improve achievement.
In his study of almost 900 districts, Ronald Ferguson (1991), like Wenglinsky,
determined that class size reduction improves student achievement. He believed that
results stating otherwise did so because they failed to seek a threshold. According to his
research, 18 students per class appeared to be the number at which results were
maximized. Attempting to bring class sizes down even further, he said, was a waste of
funds that could be allocated elsewhere.
Verstegen (1994) examined where states put their educational funding and how it
affected test scores. “The data showed that states targeted new funding for educational
reform to teacher salary increases, programs for early childhood education and students at
risk of dropping out of school, evaluation and testing systems, and a bevy of state specific
programs and services in addition to traditional initiatives and ongoing policies and
programs” (p. 115).
“Whatever else reform funds bought, however, they apparently bought little in
terms of increased equity” (Verstegen, 1994, p.115). Verstegen (1994) explains that
along with increases in school expenditures are increases in litigations regarding unequal
opportunity and success rates for students. Though one third of the variation in
mathematical achievement recorded in the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) could be attributed to education revenue, no correlation was found between
expenditures and basic test scores. Further analysis revealed that “Money spent on
education was a significant factor in producing proficiency but not on basic achievement
test scores, as were community variables and peer variables.” Verstegen concluded that

36

years of education, a high school diploma, and a publicly active community along with
higher levels of school revenue are necessary for greater educational outcomes.
With research pointing towards the nature of the allocation of funds, Odden and
Archibald (2000) tested the concept, allowing five elementary schools to reallocate their
current funds as they saw fit. Each school was asked to determine their needs and where
their monies would best be spent. The major areas of adjustment included class size
reduction, individual tutoring, intensive professional development and having a full time
instructional facilitator at the school site. Each school implemented expensive programs
that were successful in creating the desired outcomes without increased funding. Their
success was dependent upon eliminating unnecessary or inefficient uses of their
resources.
In Hanushek‟s research, he has also made several suggestions for allocating funds
in a way that would improve student achievement. He argued the concept of merit pay,
rewarding teachers based on student success (Hanushek and Rivkin, 1996), that of giving
more money to those teachers who specialize, and also not requiring as much schooling
so as not to discourage potential candidates from pursuing a career in education
(Hanushek, 1986).
In reaction to the literature by Wenglinsky and others that claim increased
spending earmarked toward instruction would provide higher achievement results, some
states have proposed a 65% rule that would legislate that 65% of a school‟s budget go
toward instruction in hopes of reducing wasteful spending and improving student
performance. In response to this proposal, Standard and Poors (2005) conducted an
analysis of various districts to see if there was a substantive correlation between monies
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and achievement. They did not find a strong correlation. However, in their conclusions,
they stated that earmarking monies directly toward instruction would be beneficial,
though not a fix-all plan. The main focus should not be on the amount of spending but on
the way schools use their instructional dollars. They stressed that efficiency has more
effect on achievement than does total spending, adding them to the list of those who side
closer to the original arguments of Hanushek.
By the mid 1990s, educational researchers (Ferguson, 1991; Grissmer, Glanagan
and Williamson, 1997; Odden and Archibald, 2000; Verstegen, 1994; Wenglinsky, 1997;
Xu, 2002) had turned their focus away from the general spending variable (how much
money) and began looking at variables that, when adequately funded, affected student
outcomes (how money is spent).

Resource Allocations
Murnane (1983) reviewed 15 years of qualitative research on school expenditures
in order to understand the most effective means of allocating funds. He relates that most
studies show significance in regard to teachers‟ intellectual skills, the quality of the
college they attended, and whether or not they have some level of experience. He was
careful to note that past the first couple years of teaching, increased experience plays a
much smaller role. In regard to continuing education, the correlation between a higherlevel degree and teacher quality depended upon whether or not the individual voluntarily
sought out the education. Lastly, teachers who established and upheld elevated
expectations for their students were successful at producing greater cognitive skills in
students than those teachers who did not.
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Other researchers (Odden and Archibald, 2001; Picus, 2001) assert that both time
and money should be allocated toward continuing education for the purpose of increasing
educational outcomes. However, such continuing education must be structured around
student achievement data and observational data to see success (Cain, 2007). Odden and
Archibald (2001) also noted that the reallocation of responsibilities and adjustment of the
work-load of all categories of a school‟s staff (including teachers of regular and special
education, classroom teachers, aides, pupil support specialists and categorical program
specialists) can be an important element in reallocating resources and funds.
During the 1980s, a large amount of funding was allocated to teachers for special
education and other special needs programs (Odden & Picus, 2008; Odden & Archibald,
2001). Reassigning those educators to the core curriculum and mainstreaming many of
the special needs students is a key element in many resource allocation plans (Tychsen,
1999; Picus, 2001), as is assigning one-on-one tutoring to help all students in need of
assistance, especially in lower elementary grades (Odden & Archibald, 2001).
While decades of research has not provided a consensus on the effect of class size
on student achievement, strong arguments can be made for class sizes of 15 – 17 students
(Murnane, 1983; Odden & Archibald, 2001; Picus, 2001). Once class size breaches the
20-student mark, decreases in student achievement with added pupils are marginal
(Odden & Archibald, 2001).
Since it is clear that some resource allocations effect student outcomes and others
do not, Odden, Archibald, Fermanich, and Gross (2003) created a framework that
allowed districts to track resource allocations. Listed in table 2.1 are the sixteen resource
indicators that were found to have an effect on student outcomes. Since a link between
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school expenditures and educational programs exists, Odden et al. (2003) believed there
needed to be a framework that provided “context and insight into school instructional
priorities and strategies” (p. 328).
The resource indicators were developed using a combination of Chambers and
Parish‟s (1994) Resource Cost Model (RCM) for gathering staff expenditure and
Fowlers‟ „Downward Accounting Extension‟ (DAE) which “pushes the relevant data
from the district budget down to the school level” (Odden et. al., 2003, p. 326) so as to
provide school leaders with actual school site expenditure. Odden et. al.‟s (2003) sixteen
resource indicators provide a framework that “facilitates thinking about school budgets in
the context of trying to improve school effectiveness” (Odden & Picus, 2008, p. 193).

Table 2.1 Odden’s School Resource Indicators

Measuring School Performance
Measuring school performance, in terms of efficiency and production, has become
more prominent in school finance literature in recent decades (Cooper, Lawrence, & Zhu,
2004). With varying demographics and uneven distribution of scarce resources among
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schools, finding fair ways to measure school performance has grown. In addition to this,
knowing the relationship between inputs and outputs can improve decision making
among school leaders in maximizing school performance (Stiefel, Schwartz, Rubenstein,
& Zabel, 2005).
Fried, Lovell, and Schmidt (1993) assert that if high economic efficiency and
productivity are deemed important, then it is essential that measures of efficiency and
productivity be defined in a ways that are useful to managers and policy makers.
However, insights into how to improve productivity and efficiency can only be identified
if the possibility of low productivity and inefficiencies are allowed. As unpopular as this
might be, this allowance can lead to a rich understanding of the sources of improvement
in school performance (Fried, Lovell, & Schmidt, 1993).
Performance is the relationship between the current state of technology and
efficiency (Fried, Lovell, & Schmidt, 1993) – technology being the productive
transformation between inputs and outputs and efficiency being the aggregate distance
between what is predicted (based on the state of technology) and what actually occurs.
Performance varies depending on technology changes and changes in efficiency (Lovell,
1993) and can be measured with a variety of econometric and mathematical programming
techniques (Fried, Lovell, Schmidt, 1993).
Performance of a decision making unit, such as a school, is generally measured as
either more-or-less productive (Lovell, 1993) or more-or-less efficient (Norman &
Stoker, 1991). Productivity being measured by a ratio of output to inputs (a simple
equation when there is only one output and input variable, however, with more than one
of each, the variables must be aggregated properly) and efficiency, being figured by
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comparing actual productivity to optimal inputs or optimal outputs. Efficiency ratios are
figured either by using maximum output to a given input, or minimum inputs to a given
output, or a combination of the two (Lovell, 1993; Norman & Stoker, 1991).
Efficiency exists in two types: technical and economic (Lovell, 1993; Norman &
Stoker, 1991). Technical efficiency is achieved by getting the maximum output for any
bundle of inputs and economic efficiency is achieved by gaining the highest level of
satisfaction through a given bundle of inputs. Since economic efficiency is based on
consumers‟ satisfaction, being economically efficient assumes one is also technically
efficient. However, a production unit that is technically efficient can fail to satisfy the
consumer, creating economic inefficiencies (Lovell, 1993; Norman & Stoker, 1991;
Stiefel, Schwartz, Rubenstein, & Zabel, 2005).
Lovell (1993) outlines three problems that must be addressed when analyzing
production and efficiency. One, which and how many variables, both output and input,
should be included? Two, how should unequal variables be weighted when aggregating
them for analysis, and three, how should the expected basis of production be determined?

Efficiency Measures
As aforementioned, the two major types of efficiency are technical, maximum
output for any given set of inputs, and allocative or econometric, finding the optimal mix
of inputs to produce a desired output (Stiefel, Schwartz, Rubenstein, & Zabel, 2005).
Efficiency measures can be categorized according to the type of data available –
quantities only, or quantities and prices. With quantities only, technical efficiency can be
figured; when quantities and prices are available, economic efficiency can be figured.
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According to Lovell (1993) prices in the public sector are unreliable if even available,
thus it limits what can be measured.
Lovell (1993) defends limiting efficiency measures to using only technical
efficiency measures because of the limited availability and reliability of pricing and the
desire for a level playing field in the public sector (Lovell, 1993). Following are the most
common technical efficiency measures used in educational literature (Stiefel, Schwartz,
& Rubenstein, & Zabel, 2005; Stiefel, Schwartz, & Rubenstein, 1999).
Adjusted Performance Measures
Adjusted performance measures (APM) use multiple regressions to predict
outcomes based on a set of inputs and outputs from a previous year. The actual APM is
figured by subtracting the actual school outputs from the predicted outcome (adjusted to
zero) from the regression analysis - this is referred to as the prediction error (Stiefel,
Schwartz, Amor, & Kim, 2005). Prediction errors greater than zero indicate over
performance and values less than zero indicate under performance (Stiefel, Schwartz, &
Rubenstein, 1999).
APMs have their place in measuring school performance in that they are relatively
straight forward for those familiar with regression analysis, can be used to measure
performance in a single year, and indicate difference (rank) among schools. However,
since APMs are a series of output measures, ranking the multidimensionality of a school
in a series of single dimensional analysis becomes a problem (Stiefel, Schwartz, &
Rubenstein, 1999). For example, a school can rank high in one area (math) and low in
another (reading), creating a judgment call on what output measure nets a higher ranking
(Stiefel, Schwartz, Amor, & Kim, 2005). In addition to this, since APMs are based off
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averages rather than the most efficient school, ambiguity is created on what is efficient
and inefficient.
Production Functions
Production functions estimate “the maximum amount of output that can be
produced from a given quantity of inputs” (Stiefel, Schwartz, & Rubenstein, 1999, p.41).
Displayed below is a simple production function where „y‟ is the output measure, the ‟x‟s
are the various inputs included, and f is the available technology connecting the two.

y

f ( x1

x2

x3 ... x n )

In a production function, the inputs are considered exogenous and the output is deemed
endogenous. Thus, it is assumed that the decision making unit has control over what is
produced. Unlike the APM, actual production is compared against the maximum
production (frontier) and inefficiencies are measured as the distance a production unit is
away from the frontier (maximum).
Production functions carry a few assumptions. One, that the decision making
leaders make decisions in an effort to maximize output, two, the output variable used,
such as a test score, is deemed the true measure of output (as opposed to passing rate,
graduation rates, dropout rates, school climate, students progress, etc), and three, that all
funds are discretionary (Schwartz & Zabel, 2005).
When measuring efficiency in schools, however, these assumptions bring several
limitations. First, most input variables in schools are not discretionary and are generally
outside the control of the school leader. Second, not all of the variation in production can
be explained through the included variables. Third, production functions do not allow for
multiple outputs (thus a school focusing on other output variables not used in the
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production function will show up as inefficient), and fourth, the technology relating the
inputs and output variables is must be controlled for when comparing schools (Stiefel,
Schwartz, & Rubenstein, 1999).
Production functions are effective measures of efficiency insofar as they take into
account differing school characteristics and available resources.
Cost Functions
Cost functions, conversely to the production functions, estimate the minimum cost
for producing some level of performance. Thus, the input variable is considered
endogenous and the output variables are seen as exogenous (Stiefel, Schwartz, &
Rubenstein, 1999), meaning, it is assumed that the decision making unit has control over
costs. Similarly to the production function, actual cost is compared against the minimum
cost estimated (cost frontier) and inefficiencies are seen as the distance a production unit
is away from the cost frontier (minimum) (Schwartz, Stiefel, & Amor, 2005).
The advantage in a cost function is that several outputs can be used against the
cost. This feature allows schools with different production goals (math vs. reading) to be
compared. However, little can be done to control for exogenous demographic input
variables (IEP, FRL, SES, Ethnicity, etc.) that affect educational outcomes (Stiefel,
Schwartz, & Rubenstein, 1999). In addition to this, most cost data is not under the
control of the school and “may merely reflect a politically driven allocation of district
spending to the school” (p. 67).
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Data Envelopment Analysis
Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) is a linear programming technique that uses
multiple inputs and multiple outputs to compare individual decision making units (DMU)
against the group by creating an efficiency frontier and placing all units at or below the
frontier. This efficiency measure, first introduced by Charnes, Cooper, and Rhodes
(1978), is used to measure relative efficiency rather than true efficiency. All DMUs are
used to create a production frontier to which all enveloped units will be compared. Units
on the created frontier are considered efficient and units below the frontier are
proportionately „inefficient‟ based on their distance from the frontier (Lovell, 1993;
Stiefel, Schwartz, & Rubenstein, 1999).
The advantages of using DEA over other efficiency measures (APM, production
functions, and cost functions) are many. First, DEA allows for multiple outputs against
multiple inputs. This luxury keeps researchers from having to construct multiple single
measure production functions or cost functions to explain the multi-dimensionality of a
school organization and it controls for schools perusing different output goals. Second,
productivity can be explained without having to control for technology differences
among DMUs because all schools are enveloped into the production frontier. Third,
efficiency is based on the most efficient school rather than the estimated average which
can provide more useful insight to school leaders. Fourth, newer models of DEA allow
analyst to differentiate between discretionary and nondiscretionary variables. This
controls for the fact that some fiscal autonomy is given to the site based leader and some
is maintained at the district level (Sengupta & Sahoo, 2006; Stiefel, Schwartz, &
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Rubenstein, 1999). Finally, efficiency is not assumed. This allowance is the gateway to
understanding the causes of inefficiency (Fried, Lovell, & Schmidt, 1993; Mishra, 2007)
Stiefel, Schwartz, and Rubenstein (1999) maintain that while several advantages
of measuring efficiency using DEA exist, they feel that it should not be used to rank a
school. Another consideration is multicollinearity of variables which can cause a
disproportionate number of DMUs to lie at or near the frontier - creating the appearance
of high efficiency. Therefore, to maintain variance among schools and prevent this high
concentration of schools at or near the frontier, a correlation matrix should be conducted
to eliminate variables that are highly correlated (Green, 1993; Stiefel, Schwartz, &
Rubenstein, 1999). Finally, DEA makes no accommodations for “noise” and this should
be listed as a limitation (Lovell, 1993).
DEA has been utilized in a variety of educational studies, many of which focused
on school finance and efficiency (Worthington, 2001). A relatively young approach to
interpreting data, DEA was first used by Charnes, Cooper & Rhodes (1978) to estimate
productive efficiency. Since that time, they, and other researchers, have applied the
technique to a number of data sets. In the field of k-12 education in particular, DEA has
been used to examine teaching and non-teaching expenditures (Smith & Mayston, 1987;
Sengupta, 1987; Mayston & Jesson, 1988; Deller & Rudnicki, 1993; Chalos & Cherian,
1995; Engert, 1996; Ruggiero, 1996; Bates, 1997; Chalos, 1997 and Duncombe, Miner,
& Ruggiero, 1997), student test scores (Sengupta, 1987; Diamond & Medewitz, 1990;
Ray, 1991; Barrow, 1991; Thanassoulis & Dunstan, 1994; Haksever & Muragishi, 1998),
and teachers‟ level of education (Bessent, Bessent, Kennington, & Reagan, 1982; Chalos
& Cherian, 1995).
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Summary
With increases in accountability, schools began desiring more autonomy and
decision making power. Decentralization movements have popped up across the country
and the concepts behind Site-Based Management (SBM) have picked up steam, finding
their place in the continuum of educational reform during the 1990s and the start of the
21st century (David, 1995; Holloway, 2000). Even though SBM evidence is inconclusive
(Beck & Murphy, 1999; Odden, & Archibald, 2000; Ringwalt et al., 2004; Stevenson &
Schiller, 1999; Wagstaff, 2001), there has been an increased emphasis on the positive
relationship between site-based decision making and student outcomes (Odden, &
Archibald, 2000).
Due to this emphasis, and in spite of the somewhat equivocal nature of the
research on SBM, a large urban school district in the Southwest has introduced a pilot to
empower site-based administrators, teachers, and parents in selected schools with the
hope of improving student outcomes. The pilot program includes a provision to do a 5year impact study of these pilot schools designated as “empowerment schools” to
ascertain the feasibility of expanding SBM to other schools throughout the district. The
problem thus becomes whether or not these empowerment schools will enhance the
effectiveness of fiscal and programmatic decision making and student achievement
outcomes over and above schools functioning within a more centralized, bureaucratic
structure.
Murphy and Beck (1995) outlined five major domains of a decentralized, site
based managed, school. These domains are the main areas of decision making within
educational institutions, and include goals, budget, personnel, curriculum, and
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organizational structure. The degree to which a school is decentralized, Murphy and Beck
assert, is illustrated though these five domains. Since Murphy and Beck (1995) assert
that all five domains must be understood to fully realize the degree of decentralization, a
large urban southwestern district is conducting a five year, longitudinal analysis of these
decentralized schools deemed „Empowerment Schools.‟ The Empowerment School Study
(ESS) is using a pretest-posttest control group design (Creswell, 2003) to explore the
impact of decentralized decision making in these schools and student outcomes through a
comparison of the four „empowerment‟ schools against four demographically similar
control schools
For the first time, reliable school level fiscal data is readily available through the
In$ite database - a database that uses the Downward Accounting Extension (DAE) which reports individual school expenditures (Hartman, Bolton, & Monk, 2001). In$ite
provides school leaders with actual site-based expenditures - as opposed to general
budget allocations. The In$ite database has solved some of the concerns of unreliability
of school financial data and helps “maintain fiduciary responsibility for public funds”
(Fowler, 2001, p9.).
With expenditure data readily available and more reliable (Hartman, Bolton, &
Monk, 2001), and with the use of school performance measures and efficiency measures
that examine relative efficiency, researchers are able to examine more closely the
intricate interactions amongst variables, dollars, and student outcomes in schools.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN
This study implemented a two phase concurrent mixed-methods design (Creswell,
2003) to generate a greater understanding of how elementary schools with increased
autonomy in fiscal decision making allocated their money, how their site-based decisions
affected allocative efficiency, and how increased autonomy affected site-based decision
making when compared with a set of matched control school within a large urban district.
The quantitative and qualitative phases of the study were conducted simultaneously.
Since this study was a subpart of a larger study, the study schools and the set of matched
control schools were predetermined by a purposive sample in the greater Empowerment
School Study (ESS).
The decision to use a two phase concurrent mixed-methods design was based on
the need to understand fiscal decisions at various cultural levels (Schein, 1985). The
quantitative phase described how money was allocated and whether these allocations
were efficient relative to similar schools. However, the exploration of the connections
between school improvement processes and fiscal decision making processes used at the
school site were better understood using qualitative methods (Schein, 1985). Table 3.1
and table 3.2 summarize research questions and corresponding research methods, type of
data collected, process of analysis, and related literature used in the study.
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Table 3.1: Research question matrix for quantitative research questions.
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Table 3.2: Research question matrix for qualitative research questions.
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Phase I – Quantitative Analysis of Fiscal Expenditures and Relative Efficiency
Phase I of this study (see table 3.3) consisted of two parts: Analysis of fiscal
expenditures patterns (Q1-Q3) over the four study years, 2004-05 (2005), 2005-06
(2006), 2006-07 (2007), and 2007-08 (2008) in all schools, empowerment schools,
control schools, & in a cross-comparison of the groups within each of the four years, and
an analysis of relative efficiency of all elementary schools using data envelopment
analysis. Empowerment schools and matched control schools were disaggregated to
compare their respective efficiencies (Q4). Any alterations in the expenditure patterns
and relative efficiency were visible from the baseline years (B), 2005 and 2006, to the
study years (S), 2007 and 2008, within the trend analysis (TA).

Table 3.3: Phase I question response matrix.
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Part 1: Analysis of Fiscal Expenditures
The quantitative phase examined the fiscal expenditure patterns of the designated
empowerment schools over four years: 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008. The first two school
years, 2005 and 2006, were considered baseline years and the 2007 and 2008 school
years were the empowerment study years. During the 2008 school year, the district, was
made up of 200 elementary schools. Of those 200 elementary schools, eight schools had
an enrollment less than 200 pupils. These eight schools were eliminated because of their
rural demographics and dissimilarities with the remaining 192 urban elementary schools.
This criterion left 173 elementary schools for year 2005, 180 schools for 2006, 182 for
2007, and 192 for 2008.
The fiscal allocation expenditures of the remaining schools, collected from In$ite,
was placed into a data base adapted from Barton‟s (2006) study which split the In$ite
data into eight sub-categories: face-to-face teaching, classroom materials, pupil support,
teacher support, program support, non-instructional pupil services, facilities, and school
management. Descriptive statistic, such as median allocation, range within each
category, and percentages allocated to each category, was used to describe how fiscal
allocations were distributed among these eight expenditure sub-categories within the
district for each year, as well as, a trend analysis within each sub-category over the three
study years.
After compiling the database for each of the three years, the data were
disaggregated and two sub categories were examined: empowerment schools and control
schools. The four empowerment schools (see table 3.4) and four matching control
schools were pre-selected by the district for the greater Empowerment School Study.
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Within these subgroups, more descriptive statistics and trend data were drawn within
each subgroup. The descriptive statistics from the two subgroups were compared and
analyzed against all elementary schools within each In$ite expenditure sub-category.
In addition, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculated to determine if a
significant difference existed among the three study contexts – all elementary schools,
empowerment schools, and matched control schools.

Table 3.4: Empowerment and matching control schools.

Source of School Expenditure Data
School site expenditure data was gathered by EDmin.com using their In$ite
(EDmin.com, 2008) software, a tool that gives administrators a means to track
educational outcomes against school site expenditures. The In$ite data base, developed
by Cooper‟s and Lybrand‟s (2003) uses a downward accounting extension to provide
school stakeholders with site-based expenditure data as opposed to general budget
allocations.
The In$ite data base is divided into four broad categories - Instruction,
Instructional Support, Operations, and Leadership - and, within each of these general
categories, several sub-categorical levels are available which allow for various depth of
analysis. This study remained consistent with Barton‟s (2006) database which partitioned
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In$ite data into the eight subcategories: face-to-face teaching, classroom materials, pupil
support, teacher support, program support, non-instructional pupil services, facilities,
school management.
Descriptive Statistics and Analysis of Variance
After the data bases for all four years, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 were
constructed and disaggregated, descriptive statistics and an analysis of variance
(ANOVA) were calculated to determine whether there was a statistical difference
between the study schools - empowerment and control - and the other elementary schools
in the district in how monies were spent. First, basic statistics, such as median allocation,
range in allocations, and percentages within the allocations, were compiled and compared
longitudinally within each In$ite subcategory. According to Barton (2006), median is the
preferred measure of central tendency in school finance because it limits the effect of
outliers. Second, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine
whether there was a significant difference in spending patterns among the three study
contexts; all schools, empowerment schools, and matched control schools.
Part 2: Relative Efficiency
Part two of the quantitative phase examined the relationship between fiscal
allocations and student outcomes in terms of relative efficiency. Data Envelopment
Analysis (DEA) was employed using multiple outputs against multiple inputs (see table
3.5) to determine relative efficiency of the empowerment schools and the
demographically matched control schools over the four years.
DEA is a linear programming technique that compares individual schools,
referred to as decision making units (DMU), against the aggregate by enveloping all the
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DMUs into an efficiency frontier and placing all DMUs at or below the frontier. Each
school‟s efficiency index was “calculated as 100 minus its aggregate distance from the
efficiency frontier, resulting in an efficiency rating that varies from 100 (on the frontier)
to 0 (farthest distance possible from the frontier)” (Stiefel, Schwartz, Rubenstein &
Zabel, 2005, p. 93). The input minimization efficiency measure for unit o:
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where:
s outputs denoted by y j , j 1,..., s
r controllable inputs denoted by xi , i 1,..., r
t uncontrollable inputs denoted by z k , k 1,..., t
essentially meaning:
DMU ' s outputs DMU ' s uncontrollable inputs
Efficiency level
DMU ' s controllable inputs
each DMU being compared against the efficiency frontier (Norman and Stoker, 1991).
Efficiency Frontier
The efficiency frontier was calculated using all elementary schools, including the
eight study schools (empowerment and control), for each of the study years, 2005, 2006,
2007, and 2008. This means that four efficiency frontiers were constructed - once for
each study year. By constructing four separate efficiency frontiers in lieu of enveloping
all four years together, the affects of yearly changes in the educational milieu on the DEA
were limited.
Selection of Input Variables
DEA is sensitive to multicollinearity. Using input variables that are highly
coordinated can push a disproportionate number of DMUs toward the frontier reducing
the noticeable variance among DMUs. To account for this, a correlation matrix was
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constructed with all possible input variables to detect variables that measured the same
thing. When two variables were found to be highly correlated (p > .5), one of the two
was eliminated. The possible input variables can be seen in the left hand column of table
3.5.
Data envelopment analysis allows for input variables that are out of the control of
the DMU to be included in the overall efficiency rating. Table 3.5 differentiates variables
which the school has control over (C) and which ones they do not have control over
(UC).
Selection of Output Variables
The percent of student proficient in reading, math, and science taken from their
criterion reference tests (CRT) scores were used as the student outcomes measures. This
selection was made to be consistent with the greater Empowerment School Study. The
CRT results were taken from the Nevada Report Card website. Listed output variables
can be seen in the right hand column of table 3.5.
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Table 3.5: Possible input (independent) variable and output (dependent) variables to
be enveloped into the DEA.

Cost Efficiency Model
This study used a cost efficiency model based on Data Envelopment Analysis.
When an efficiency frontier is developed, two types of inefficiencies can be identified:
output technical inefficiency and input technical inefficiency. Output technical
inefficiency indicates the amount (termed, “output slack”) by which a DMU can increase
output while still holding cost constant. Input technical inefficiency indicates the amount
(termed, “input slack”) the DMU can reduce cost, holding output constant (Sengupta and
Sahoo, 2006). Figuring both the input and output slack informs us how the DMU can
reallocate its funds while maintaining current achievements, as well as, the DMU slacks
in student outputs given current expenditures.
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Phase I Summary
Phase I consisted of two parts: Analysis of fiscal expenditures patterns and
analysis of relative efficiency. In part 1, data from all elementary schools over four study
years, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008, within a large urban district were collected and
compiled into a data base. The quantitative analysis of this data included descriptive
statistics to determine range and variance within the In$ite categories over the four study
years. The data was then disaggregated into subgroups and a one-way analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was calculated within each In$ite expenditure category for each year
to determine whether there was a difference between the empowerment schools, control
schools, and all elementary schools in how they spent their money. In part 2, data
envelopment analysis was constructed to measure relative efficiency of the empowerment
schools when compared with the demographically matched control schools and the
empowerment school‟s baseline years.

Phase II – Qualitative Analysis of Fiscal Allocations and Improvement Efforts
This study approached the qualitative data drawn from the empowerment and
matching control schools in the district under study from Creswell (2003)
phenomenological approach. This approach identifies the essence of human experience
concerning a particular phenomenon as described by participants in the study.
Understanding the lived experiences is the hallmark of this method. The procedure
involves studying a small number of subjects to develop pattern and relationships of
meaning. Participating schools were pre-selected as part of a purposive sample from the
larger Empowerment School Study.
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Development of the Interview Instrument
Four open-ended questions related to school improvement efforts and fiscal
allocation decisions (table 3.6) were included into an interview protocol conducted by the
Empowerment School Study team in 2007. These questions were adapted from the
interview protocol used by Barton (2006), which included semi-structured, open-ended
questions. One principal from each of the eight participating schools were asked the same
questions with answers being recorded, and later transcribed. Interviewers were allowed
to ask follow-up questions and participants were permitted to elaborate on their answers.

Table 3.6: Interview protocol questions.

To increase reliability of the data, other related artifacts were analyzed along with
the interview responses. These included test data and school improvement goals drawn
from the Nevada Report Card (www.NevadaReportCard.com).
Analysis of the Data
Responses to the survey questions were transcribed and coded to highlight
patterns in language and actions of the survey participants. Coding took place in order of
the seven steps outlined by Auerbach (2003).
The first step is collection of the raw text, which was done by the greater
Empowerment School Study team. Second, the coding was advanced to relevant text, for
which all information unrelated to the over-arching research questions was discarded.
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Any text with potential relevancy was maintained. Next, repeating ideas were identified
and labeled (coded) and was charted to show their occurrences within and/or across
groups of participants. These repeating ideas were grouped into constructed themes which
were then organized into broader ideas, termed theoretical constructs. Next, a theoretical
narrative was developed/identified from the constructs and was communicated as much
as possible with the respondents‟ own vocabulary. This narrative was related back to the
original research concerns in an effort to explain and answer the research questions.
Trustworthiness
Within the constructs of qualitative research methods, validity cannot be
mathematically measured as a study using quantitative methods. This hurdle has been
addressed in multiple ways, and validity (or trustworthiness) measures abound (Guba and
Lincoln, 1989; Hammersley, 1992; Lather, 1986). This study will employ Guba and
Lincoln‟s (1989) standards of trustworthiness which include: credibility, transferability,
dependability, confirmability, authenticity, and emancipatory. Methods of upholding
these standards of trustworthiness are many and varied. Creswell (2003) outlines eight
checks including triangulation, member checking, and peer debriefing, and Johnson
(1997) includes many of the same in his longer list of 13 trustworthiness checks. This
study followed closely both the standards and checks of Guba and Lincoln (1989), but in
doing so, encompassed the work of other theorists in the field.
Credibility. Study results that are deemed credible validate the independent
variable‟s relationship with the observed changes. To verify credibility in findings, peer
debriefing was performed with individuals not directly involved in the research to limit
unseen personal assumptions that may skew the results. Peer debriefing was held with a
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principal, a teacher, and an entrepreneur. In addition to this, responses to the interview
questions were triangulated with test data and school goals from the Nevada Report Card
to validate consistency in participants‟ perceptions and follow-through.
Transferability. Details on the participating schools‟ demographics and spending
patterns were included to aid the reader in making comparisons between the study
schools and others to which the results may be applied. Empowerment schools were
compared with their demographically matched control schools to provide some
understanding of how the independent variable affected them and therefore, how it could
likewise affect other schools.
Dependability. Change in themes or theoretical constructs were recorded,
tracked, and reviewed through the use of „inquiry audits‟ (Guba and Lincoln, 1989) to
help maintain consistency in the analysis and offer dependability in the results.
Confirmability. The confirmability of data was verifiable from what Guba and
Lincoln (1989) term a „chain of evidence.‟ Transcripts of each interview were maintained
and made available for inquiry audits. Also, coding began with the directly quoted
transcripts.
Authenticity. Guba and Lincoln (1989) divide the authenticity standard into three
areas. The first of these, fairness, was upheld by interviewing each principal within each
participating school to show differences of opinions, values, and perspectives that arose
from varying professional circumstances. Ontological authenticity was achieved through
member checking, as respondents reviewed their interview transcripts in order to verify
their responses and intent. Catalytic Authenticity can only be determined after the study
is complete by observing how other settings utilized similar governance changes.
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Emancipatory Paradigm. Because this was part of a larger study, researchers
were already present in the school communities. In an effort to minimize the number (and
impact) of the outside influences, the questions for this portion of the study were
embedded into another survey. Since the researcher for this study was not directly
involved with the district, he did not hold any special interest in or bias toward the
participating schools. The researcher did aim to seek out any potential biases he had in
this study and the effect those biases may have had on conclusions.
Researcher Bias. While this study focused on the public sector, the researcher's
professional experience has been in the private sector. As a member of the private
educational community, the researcher had no vested interest per say in the studies
outcomes. However, the researcher brought to the study the belief that public programs
seem to be less efficient than their private counterparts. As a Christian, it is the
researcher's belief that fiscal responsibility and stewardship are an obligation that affects
the way he views the efficiency issue for his family, for his church, and for education.
Phase II Summary
Phase II consisted of a qualitative, phenomenological study of participants in both
empowerment and control schools. A principal from each school was interviewed by
way of embedded questions in a larger interview protocol administered by the researchers
in the greater Empowerment School Study. Respondents‟ answers were transcribed and
compared with test data and school goals from the Nevada Report Card. The transcribed
interviews were coded and themed in the method outlined by Auerbach (2003), in an
effort to identify the theoretical narratives and constructs in the participating schools, and
to understand, first, the link (or lack there-of) between fiscal allocations and student
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improvement efforts in empowerment schools versus control schools and second, to aid
in developing theory toward increased discretion in fiscal allocation and its effect on
student outcomes.
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CHAPTER 4
PHASE I: QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH FINDINGS
The purpose of Phase I was to examine the relationship between fiscal allocation
patterns and student outcomes for all elementary schools, four empowerment schools,
and four, matched control schools over four school-years: 2004-05 (2005), 2005-06
(2006), 2006-07 (2007), and 2007-08 (2008). The process included determining how
monies were distributed among expenditure categories and identifying similarities and/or
differences in expenditure patterns within the three study contexts (all schools, control
and empowerment) from one year to the next. Thereafter, a Data Envelopment Analysis
(DEA) was conducted using all schools for each of the four study years.

Analysis of Fiscal Expenditures
Part 1 examined the fiscal expenditure patterns of the district, the empowerment
schools, and the matched control schools over four years. The first two school years,
2005 and 2006, were considered baseline years, and the 2007 and 2008 school years were
empowerment years.
In$ite Expenditure Categories
This study remained consistent with Barton‟s (2006) database which partitioned
In$ite data into eight subcategories: face-to-face teaching, classroom materials, pupil
support, teacher support, program support, non-instructional pupil services, facilities and
school management. Within each of these expenditure categories, descriptive statistics
were calculated for the district over the four study years.
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Schools with less than 200 students were deemed outliers and eliminated from the
sample due to their demographic dissimilarities with other schools within the highly
populated district. This criterion left 173 elementary schools for year 2005, 180 schools
for 2006, 182 for 2007, and 192 for 2008.
Descriptive Statistics and ANOVA
Descriptive statistics such as median allocation, range within each category, and
percentages allocated to each category, were calculated to describe how fiscal allocations
were distributed among these eight expenditure sub-categories within the district for each
year, creating a trend analysis within each sub-category over the four study years.
After the empowerment schools and matched control schools were disaggregated
from all schools, more descriptive statistics and trend data were drawn within each
subgroup. In addition to this, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculated to
determine if a significant difference exists among the three study contexts – all schools,
empowerment schools, and matched control schools.
The data from the two subgroups (empowerment and control) were compared and
analyzed against all elementary schools within each In$ite expenditure sub-category.
Total Spending
The descriptive statistics of total spending (see table 4.1) within all schools
revealed that over the four study years the mean per pupil spending increased from
$5,457 to $8,570 which is an average increase of approximately one thousand dollars per
year. Within the two sub categories, the control schools‟ mean spending increased from
$5,060 to $8,928 which was an annual increase of $1,289, and empowerment schools
increased from $5,232 to $9,184 which was an annual increase of $1,317.
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While mean values of both the control schools and matched empowerment were
lower than all schools for years 2005, 2006, and 2007, the median values were about the
same. This is significant as median is not sensitive to extreme outliers which affect the
mean. However, for year 2008, which was the second year of the empowerment school
study, the means and medians for both sub categories exceeded that of all schools.
To determine whether a significant difference exists among the three study
contexts, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare their means
(see table A.1 in appendix A). The ANOVA revealed that total spending was not
significantly different among the three contexts - all schools, empowerment schools, and
matched control schools - over the four study years.
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Table 4.1: Total Spending (per pupil) for all schools, control schools, and
empowerment schools.
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Face-to-face teaching
The descriptive statistics for face-to-face teaching (see table 4.2) within all
schools revealed that over the four study years the mean per pupil spending increased
from $3,250 to $5,042 which is an average increase of $597 per year. Within the two sub
categories, the control schools‟ mean spending increased from $2,908 to $5,177 which
was an annual increase of $756 and empowerment schools increased from $3086 to
$5587 which was an annual increase of $833.
During the two baseline year, 2005 and 2006, the median values of both the
control schools and matched empowerment were slightly lower than all schools for those
same years; however, beginning in 2007, the first empowerment study year, both the
empowerment and matched control schools‟ spending exceeded that of all schools. Year
2008 showed the largest discrepancy where control schools‟ median exceeded all
schools‟ median by $309 and empowerment schools‟ median exceeded all schools‟
median by $733 per pupil.
To determine whether a significant difference existed among the three study
contexts, a one-way analysis of variable (ANOVA) was used to compare their means (see
table A.2 in appendix A). The ANOVA revealed that face-to-face teaching spending was
not significantly different among the three contexts - all schools, empowerment schools,
and matched control schools - over the four study years.
The face-to-face teaching spending category includes payment for teachers who
work directly with students on a day to day basis, substitute teachers, and
paraprofessional.
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Table 4.2: Face-to-face teaching (per pupil) for all schools, control schools, and
empowerment schools.
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Classroom Materials
The descriptive statistics for classroom materials (see table 4.3) within all schools
revealed that over the four study years the mean, per pupil spending increased from $275
to $610, which is an average increase of $111 per year. Within the two sub categories, the
control schools‟ mean spending increased from $315 to $821, which was an annual
increase of $168, and empowerment schools increased from $256 to $756 which was an
annual increase of $166. During the four year period, all schools doubled their allocation
toward classroom material, however, during that same period, the empowerment schools
nearly tripled their spending in this category.
During the two baseline years, 2005 and 2006, the median values of both the
control schools and matched empowerment were very similar to the spending of all
schools for those same years; however, in 2007, spending in this category nearly doubled
in the empowerment schools. The following year, 2008, the control schools nearly
doubled their spending from the previous year, however, all schools did not see the same
jump. Year 2008 showed the largest discrepancy between the two sub categories and all
schools where the control schools‟ median exceeded all schools‟ median by $320 and
empowerment schools‟ median by $209 per pupil.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the means of the three study contexts
(see table 4.4). The ANOVA revealed that classroom material spending was not
significantly different among the three contexts, over three of the four study years; 20052007. During 2008, the ANOVA revealed a significant difference (p <.05) with an F
ratio of 3.226.
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Table 4.3: Classroom materials (per pupil) for all schools, control schools, and
empowerment schools.
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Since ANOVA is only good for determining significant differences, the ANOVA
was followed by a Scheffe, a post-hoc test which determines how the means differ among
the three groups. The Scheffe was chosen because of the subcategories‟ difference in
sample size.
The results of the Scheffe revealed no significant differences, which would‟ve
required a significance result of p <.05 (see table A.4 in appendix A for Scheffe results).
The classroom materials spending category includes technology and software
used by students, materials used for student instruction including but not limited to
textbooks, instructional software, markers and paper, trips and supplies.

Table 4.4: Classroom materials spending ANOVA results for all schools, control
schools, and empowerment schools.
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Pupil Support
The descriptive statistics for pupil support (see table 4.5) within all schools
revealed that over the four study years the mean, per pupil spending increased from $243
to $440 which is an average increase of $65 per year. Within the two sub categories, the
control schools‟ mean spending increased from $231 to $475, which was an annual
increase of $81, and empowerment schools increased from $233 to $381 which was an
annual increase of $49. While in 2008 the empowerment schools had spent 15-20% less
on pupil support than the other two contexts, there was no notable difference between the
two baseline years and first empowerment year. It was also noted that the median values
over the four years doubled for all three contexts.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the means of the three study contexts
(see table A.5 in appendix A). The ANOVA revealed that pupil support spending was
not significantly different among the three contexts, over each of the four years.
The pupil support spending category includes salaries for student guidance and
counseling, library and media, extracurricular activities, and student health and services.

75

Table 4.5: Pupil support spending (per pupil) for all schools, control schools, and
empowerment schools.
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Teacher Support
The descriptive statistics for teacher support (see table 4.6) within all schools
revealed that over the four study years, the mean, per pupil spending increased from $73
to $306 which is an average increase of $77 per year. Within the two sub categories, the
control schools‟ mean spending increased from $66 to $369, which was an annual
increase of $97, and empowerment schools increased from $76 to $379 which was an
annual increase of $101.
During the baseline years, all three contexts spent approximately the same amount
of money on pupil support. However, in 2007, the control schools substantially exceeded
the other two and in 2008 both control schools and empowerment schools spent about the
same, and were marginally higher than all schools.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the means of the three study contexts
(see table A.6 in appendix A). The ANOVA revealed that teacher support spending was
not significantly different among the three contexts over the four study years.
The teacher support spending category includes payment for curriculum and staff
development, in-services, and salaries for those involved improve teacher practices.
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Table 4.6: Teacher support spending (per pupil) for all schools, control schools, and
empowerment schools.
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Program Support
The descriptive statistics for program support (see table 4.7) were interpreted with
caution. While the median allocations among the three study contexts in 2005 were
nearly identical, they were only a hundredth of what was reported in 2006 and 2007. In
2005, the means were under $5 for all three contexts, whereas the following year, $506
was the mean for all schools, $471 was the mean for control schools, and $545 for
empowerment schools. The numbers remained similar in 2007 and then saw a dramatic
drop in 2008, to $97 in all schools, $58 within the control schools and $88 reported in the
empowerment schools. While the reason for such drastic changes is unclear, it is possible
that additional federal or grant dollars might have been made available, or the process by
which schools code certain expenses might have changed during the 2006 and 2007
school years. Data tables were checked with the sources to ensure accuracy.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the means of the three study contexts
(see table A.7 in appendix A). The ANOVA revealed that program support spending was
not significantly different among the three contexts over the four study years.
The program support spending category includes payment and salaries for
program management, therapists, psychologists, and special education.
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Table 4.7: Program support spending (per pupil) for all schools, control schools, and
empowerment schools.
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Non-instructional Pupil Services
The descriptive statistics for non-instructional pupil services (see table 4.8)
revealed that over the four study years the mean, per pupil spending increased equally
among the three study contexts. That increase was about 35% over the four years. All
schools increased from $604 to $820 which is an average increase of $72 per year.
Within the two sub categories, the control schools‟ mean spending increased from $633
to $861, which was an annual increase of $76, and empowerment schools increased from
$611 to $836 which was an annual increase of $75.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the means of the three study contexts
(see table A.8 in appendix A). The ANOVA revealed that non-instructional pupil service
spending was not significantly different among the three contexts over the four study
years.
The non-instructional pupil service spending category includes payment and
salaries related to transportation, food service, and school safety. This includes, but is
not limited to bus drivers, buses, gas, cooks, and food.
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Table 4.8: Non-instructional pupil services spending (per pupil) for all schools,
control schools, and empowerment schools.
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Facilities
The descriptive statistics for Facilities spending (see table 4.9) revealed that over
the four study years, the mean, per pupil spending increased equally among the three
study contexts. That increase was about 40% over the four years. All schools increased
from $464 to $636 which is an average increase of $57 per year. Within the two sub
categories, the control schools‟ mean spending increased from $422 to $606, which was
an annual increase of $61, and empowerment schools increased from $439 to $581 which
was an annual increase of $47.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the means of the three study contexts
(see table A.9 in appendix A). The ANOVA revealed that facility spending was not
significantly different among the three contexts over the four study years.
The facility spending category includes payment and salaries related to building
upkeep, utilities, and maintenance. This includes, but is not limited to janitorial services,
heat and A/C, gas and electricity, and general facility repairs.
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Table 4.9: Facilities spending (per pupil) for all schools, control schools, and
empowerment schools.
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School Management
The descriptive statistics for school management spending (see table 4.10)
revealed that over the four study years, the mean, per pupil spending increased equally
among the three study contexts. That increase was approximately 15% over the four
years. All schools increased from $540 to $615 which is an average increase of $25 per
year. Within the two sub categories, the control schools‟ mean spending increased from
$479 to $557, which was an annual increase of $26, and empowerment schools increased
from $524 to $573 which was an annual increase of $16.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the means of the three study contexts
(see table A.10 in appendix A). The ANOVA revealed that school management spending
was not significantly different among the three contexts over the four study years.
The school management spending category includes salaries for principals and
assistant principal and office staff.
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Table 4.10: School management spending (per pupil) for all schools, control schools,
and empowerment schools.
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Percent of Total Expenditures

Figure 4.1: Percent of total expenditures of the eight expenditure categories for all
elementary schools for years 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008.
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Figure 4.2: Percent of total expenditures of the eight expenditure categories for
control schools for years 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008.
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Figure 4.3: Percent of total expenditures of the eight expenditure categories for
empowerment schools for years 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008.

Summary
In summary, the fiscal expenditure patterns of the district, the empowerment
schools, and the matched control schools over four years showed no significant
difference at the p < .05 level.
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Relative Efficiency
Part two examined the relationship between fiscal allocations and student
outcomes in terms of relative efficiency. Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) was
employed using multiple outputs against multiple inputs to determine relative efficiency
of the empowerment schools and the demographically matched control schools over the
four study years. The first two school years, 2005 and 2006, were considered baseline
years, and the 2007 and 2008 school years were empowerment years.
Variable Selection
Variable selection is vital to the construction of the efficiency frontier and
efficiency measure of the schools. Special attention was used in determining which
variables to keep and which to discard.
A pool of 19 input (independent) variables and 3 output (dependent) variables
most relevant to the function of the school were considered for use in the DEA. The
input variables under consideration were the 8 In$ite expenditure subcategories, percent
individual education plan (IEP), percent limited English proficiency (LEP), free and
reduced lunch (FRL), percent transiency, percent highly qualified teachers (HQT),
student teacher ratio, percent native American, percent Hispanic, percent Asian, percent
black, and percent white. Output variables used were proficiency levels in math, reading,
and science (see table 4.11).
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Table 4.11: Possible input (independent) variable and output (dependent) variables
to be enveloped into the DEA.

Some of the variables were deemed controllable, such as the eight, In$ite
expenditure categories and student teacher ratio, while other variables, such as ethnicities
and other demographics, were deemed uncontrollable or outside the control of the
decision making unit (DMU). One variable considered by most to be controllable,
percent highly qualified teacher (HQT), was deemed uncontrollable for this study
because of the timing of this study. When HQT became a required part of No Child Left
Behind in 2001, tenured teachers who were not highly qualified were given 5 years to
become highly qualified. However, in 2006, no contractual avenue for schools was
available to remove teachers who were not HQ. Therefore, during the time of this study,
whether a teacher was highly qualified was outside the DMU‟s control (Andre Yates,
Nevada Department of Licensure, personal communication, October 21, 2010).
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Output Variables Correlations
Since DEA does not allow for indirect (negative) correlation, variables were
placed into a Pearson correlation matrix for each year, 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008, to
identify variables not directly correlated. Table 4.12 displays that while all three output
variables were found to be highly correlated, none were indirectly correlated.

Table 4.12: Output variable correlation matrix results for all three study years.

Since none of the output variables shared a negative correlation, all the exogenous
input variables were placed in a Pearson‟s correlation matrix along with the three output
variables. Within the four study years, transient rate, black, Hispanic, LEP, and FRL all
indirectly correlated with the three output variables. To accommodate for this, the
inverse of each indirectly correlated variable was figured and was renamed: percent not
transient, percent not black, percent not Hispanic, percent not LEP, and percent not FRL.
With these changes made, a final Pearson‟s correlation matrix showed only direct
relationships among all variables considered.
Input Variable Elimination
Since DEA is sensitive to multicollinearity, using input variables that are highly
correlated can push a disproportionate number of DMUs toward the frontier reducing the
noticeable variance among DMUs. To account for this, a decision rule was made that if
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two input variables are found to be highly correlated (p > .50), one of two would be
eliminated.
The results of the correlation matrix found that all highly correlated demographic
variables (p > .50) involved FRL and another variable (see table 4.13). Because of this,
five of the six variables were eliminated in favor of FRL. While FRL and HQT were
correlated with a p > .5 during 2007, it was not for the other three study years. Thus, it
was determined that HQT would remain in the variable pool.
Eliminated variables included not transient rate, Asian, not Hispanic, white, and
not LEP.

Table 4.13: FRL correlations to other variables with p >.5.

DEA assumes that variables selected are both relevant to the function of the
school and have a significant relationship with the selected outputs variables. Stiefel, et.
Al. (2005) recommends eliminating variables that have an insignificant relationship with
the selected output. To accommodate this, a decision rule was set that variables
correlated to the three output variables at p < .2 would be eliminated from the variable
pool.
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After constructing a correlation matrix with the three output variables, reading,
math, and science, and the remaining six demographic variables, not FRL, Not IEP,
HQT, student teacher ratio, not Black, and Native American (see table 4.14), three of the
six demographic variables were eliminated due to their insignificant relationship with
output variables.
The three remaining demographic variables enveloped into the DEA were percent
HQT, percent not black, and percent not FRL (see table 4.15).

Table 4.14: Correlation coefficients of the remaining demographic variables to the
three selected output variables over the four study years.

In examining the eight In$ite spending subcategories, we are again faced with the
issue of having too many inputs due to DEA‟s sensitivity to multicollinearity. When
following the decision rules made to the demographic variables, the In$ite subcategories
highly correlated at p > .5 - face-to-face teaching, pupil support, program support, non94

instructional pupil services, facilities, and school management – were collapsed into one
variable, and variables with low significance to output variables - classroom materials were eliminated due to lack of correlation with output variables. Only two spending
variables remained; face-to-face teaching and teacher support.
By eliminating six of the eight expenditure categories, DEA‟s sensitivity to
spending changes made at the site level was greatly reduced. However, keeping all eight
expenditure categories separately violated the multicollinearity rule which would place a
disproportionate number of schools on the efficiency frontier. Thus to avoid both pitfalls,
a decision was made to collapse all eight In$ite subcategories into one total spending
variable. This allowed for capturing any cross categorical movement of dollars.
The final variable list includes four input variables (HQT, not Black, not FRL,
and total expenditures) and three output variables (Reading, math, and science
proficiency) (see table 4.15).

Table 4.15: Input (independent) variables and output (dependent) variables to be
enveloped into the DEA.
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Findings of Data Envelopment Analysis
This study used a cost minimization, variable return to scale model of Data
Envelopment Analysis. A cost frontier was constructed for each study year using the
four input variables and three output variables (see table 4.15). From the DEA results,
descriptive statistics, such as number of schools (N) enveloped, mean efficiency
percentage, lowest efficiency percentage, and the number of schools deemed 100%
efficient, were figured separately for each of the four study years (see table 4.16).
Additionally, descriptive statistics were figured for the two subgroups: control schools
and empowerment schools.

Table 4.16: DEA descriptive statistics for all schools, control schools (C), and
empowerment schools (E) over the four study years.
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Over the four study years, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 the mean efficiency rating
for all school remained within a few percentage points ranging from 87.1% to 89.3%
efficient. Additionally, the percent of school deemed 100% efficient remained consistent
over the same time period ranging between 15%-19% of N.
However, both the empowerment schools and matched control schools
longitudinally saw a decline in mean efficiency every year during the same time period
(with the exception of the control schools‟ mean increase of .2 % between the two
baseline years). Additional, within the two subgroups, the number of schools deemed
100% efficient also declined reaching zero by 2008.
When isolating the two baseline years, 2005 and 2006, the means were relatively
similar (see table 4.16) among the three study contexts ranging only a few percentage
points from one another. However, during the two study years, 2007 and 2008, the
discrepancy in the mean of empowerment schools to all schools widened between 12%
and 15%. Within the control schools, the discrepancy in the mean does not show up until
2008 where its efficiency rating drops 12% from the average of all schools.
ANOVA of Efficiency Percentages
To determine whether a significant difference exists among the three study
contexts, a one-way analysis of variable (ANOVA) was used to compare their efficiency
means (see table A.11 in appendix A). The ANOVA revealed that no significant
difference existed at the p <.05 level among the three contexts (all schools, empowerment
schools, and matched control schools) over the four study years.
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This shows that the control schools and empowerment schools became less
efficient during the empowerment school study years relative to all elementary schools in
the district.
Output and Input Slack
A school‟s efficiency percentages can decrease from one year to the next for one
of three reasons. First, a school may decreases outcome performance while keeping their
inputs static, second, a school may increase inputs while not variably increasing outcome
performance, or third, other enveloped schools may become more efficient. While it is
not clear why a substantial decline in efficiency percentages was found in the control and
empowerment schools in the final year (see table 4.17), the actions a school needs to take
to reach 100% efficiency was determined (see table 4.18 and 4.19).

Table 4.17: Control and empowerment school efficiency ratings over the four study
years.

For each school enveloped into the DEA, two types of inefficiencies were
available: output technical inefficiency and input technical inefficiency. Output technical
inefficiency indicated the amount (termed, “output slack”) by which a school could
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increase output while still holding cost constant. Input technical inefficiency indicated the
amount (termed, “input slack”) the school could reduce costs, holding output constant
(Sengupta and Sahoo, 2006).
Both input and output slack were identified for the four empowerment and four
matched control schools over the four study years (see table 4.18 and 4.19). Table 4.19
displays the percent increase in proficiency rates required within each output, while
keeping inputs constant for schools to come 100% efficient. Table 4.18 displays the
percent decrease in expenditures while maintaining the current outputs.

Table 4.18: Input slack for control and empowerment school for reading, math, and
science over the four study years.
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Table 4.19: Output slack for control and empowerment schools for reading, math,
and science over the four study years.
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Summary
The purpose of Phase I was to examine the relationship between fiscal allocation
patterns and student outcomes for all elementary schools, four empowerment schools,
and four, matched control schools over four school-years: 2004-05 (2005), 2005-06
(2006), 2006-07 (2007), and 2007-08 (2008). The process included determining how
monies are distributed among expenditure categories and identifying similarities and/or
differences in expenditure patterns within the three study contexts from one year to the
next. Thereafter, a four Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) were constructed using all
elementary schools for each year of the study.
It was determined that there were no significant differences in spending patterns
across all elementary schools, empowerment schools, and matched control schools. In
examining efficiency, the key finding was an actual drop in efficiency over the two study
years (2007 and 2008) for both empowerment and matched control schools when
compared against all elementary schools and against the baseline years (2005 and 2006).
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CHAPTER 5
PRINCIPAL INTERVIEWS
Phase II of the study used Creswell (2003) phenomenological approach. This
approach identified the essence of human experience concerning a particular
phenomenon as described by participants in the study. Participating schools were preselected as part of a purposive sample from the larger Empowerment School Study.
Interviews with the eight site-level principals explored the processes used to create their
SIP and arrive at their budget decisions and determining a level of connectedness
between the two. Also extracted from interviews was whether specified fiscal allocations
fell within Odden et. Al.‟s (2003) Resource Indicators Framework that delineated fiscal
allocations that impact student achievement outcomes.

Interview Protocol
Four open-ended questions related to school improvement efforts and fiscal
allocation decisions (see figure 5.1) were included into an interview protocol conducted
by the Empowerment School Study team. These questions were adapted from the
interview protocol used by Barton (2006), which included semi-structured, open-ended
questions. The principal from each of the eight participating schools (see table 5.2) was
asked four questions with answers being recorded, transcribed, coded, and analyzed. The
analysis resulted in the emergence of five major themes. Because this interview was
embedded within the interview protocol of the larger empowerment school study,
different interviewers may have asked the questions. Variations in follow up and probe
questions resulted in varying levels of detail garnered in some interviews.
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Table 5.1: Interview protocol questions

Sample
Each control school was selected based on specifically matched demographics
with one of the empowerment school in an effort to minimize compounding variables
(see figure 5.2). The demographic factors used to match were enrollment, percent pupils
on free and reduced lunch (FRL), diversity, and percent pupils on individual education
plans (IEP) (Pitch & Lewis, 2007).

Table 5.2: Empowerment and matching control schools.

The reporting of the analysis of the interviews was divided into three sections.
Chapter 6 covered the analysis of the control schools, chapter 7 the analysis of
empowerment schools, and chapter 8 explored the cross case analysis of the two
subgroups.
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Constructed Themes
As delineated in chapter 3, Auerbach‟s (2003) seven step coding process was used
to analyze the transcript principal interviews (see table 5.3). Through the interview
recordings, transcriptions, and coding, five themes emerged. This five-themed
framework was used to report the principal interviews of the control schools,
empowerment schools, and the cross subgroups in chapters 6 through 8. Within each
theme, language and information were analyzed to illustrate the schools‟ individual
perspective and actions. The five-themed framework follows:
Theme 1: Sense of empowerment
Theme 2: Process for decision making
Theme 3: Criteria for decision making
Theme 4: Connectedness between SIP and budget decisions
Theme 5: Key fiscal allocations

Table 5.3: Auerbach’s (2003) seven step coding process.
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Theme 1: Sense of Empowerment
Theme one focused on the participation and feeling of empowerment within each
school. The sense of empowerment was analyzed using two, one dimensional typologies
similar to those developed by Barton (2006), and including first, the principals‟ sense of
being empowered by the district, and second, principals‟ willingness to empower their
faculty and staff (see figure 5.3). The principals‟ sense of being empowered by the
district was viewed on a continuum from „managed‟ to „autonomous,‟ extracting from
their language the level to which principals‟ feel controlled by, or independent from their
districts. Likewise, the principals‟ willingness to empower faculty and staff was viewed
on a continuum from „retainer‟ – a principal who maintains a position separate from the
counsel and involvement of their staff – to „collaborator‟ – one who encourages
participation of, and a sense of ownerships in the faculty and staff.
Marked variations were noted among principals of the studied schools in the way
in which participants viewed their roll and embraced the ideals of a site-based
environment (see figure 5.3).
Theme 2: Process for Decision-making
Theme two examined the schools‟ process for making key student improvement
and budgetary decisions. Most of the principals referred to some form of a SIP and/or
budgetary committee at their school; however, levels of „utility‟ – which, for the purpose
of this study is defined as the level to which an item is utilized – of these committees
varied. It was first determined whether the establishment or use of a governance
committee was mentioned in the interview transcript for either the SIP decisions or the
budgetary decisions. Acknowledged committees were then viewed on a continuum
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between low utility to high utility. If two separate committees were brought forth, their
utility was viewed collectively (see figure 5.3).
Theme 3: Criteria for Decision-making
Theme three examined the criteria used by the principal or governance committee
during the development of the school‟s SIP and budget. Patterns within principal
transcripts identified catalytic factors that shaped the principals‟ or their committees‟
decisions or decision-making process. For decisions about SIP, principals identified one
or more of the following catalytic factors: school data, available literature, collaborative
opinion, unilateral principal opinion, and or status quo. Likewise, for budgetary
decisions, principals identified one or more catalytic factors: SIP, school data, available
literature, collaborative opinion, unilateral principal opinion, teacher „wish list‟ request,
and or status quo.
Theme 4: Connectedness between SIP and Budget Decisions
This theme focused on the level of connectedness between the SIP and budget.
Connectedness was viewed on a continuum between low and high based on direct and
implied links between the two. In some cases, the principal directly stated that the two
were connected, but did not elaborate on specifics. However, even if the principal didn‟t
directly detail how the budgetary decisions were connected to the SIP, patterns were still
sought within the catalytic factors that might imply a level of connectedness (see figure
5.3).
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Figure 5.3: Typologies used for analysis within selected constructed themes.

Theme 5: Key Fiscal Allocations
This theme examined key fiscal allocations identified by the principal interviews.
Certain allocations, such as professional development and technology, were more popular
than others among decision makers. Principals were asked to identify the key fiscal
allocations they felt affected students. These allocations were identified and compared to
Odden et. al.‟s (2003) Resource Indicators Framework to determine whether the
principals‟ opinions and decisions on fiscal allocation were in alignment with the extant
literature on fiscal allocation impacts on student achievement outcomes. Since half
Odden‟s et. al (2003) resource indicators are outside the principal‟s control, only those
under the control of principal were considered (see table 5.4).
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Table 5.4: School resource indicators under the control of a site based empowered
principal

Note: Grayed indicators were determined to be outside the control of the principals

Summary
This chapter reviewed the purpose and system for reporting the principal
interviews. Five constructed themes emerged from the coding and analysis of the
principal interview transcripts and are used to report the findings for empowerment
schools, matched control schools, and a cross analysis of the two subgroups in the
following three chapters.
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CHAPTER 6
PRINCIPAL INTERVIEWS - CONTROL SCHOOLS
Control School 1 – Lauren Elementary
Lauren Elementary School (C1) is located near the downtown of the urban city in
this study and has a student body consisting of 848 in kindergarten through fifth grade.
Principal Bernice Gramberg leads the largely minority population which consists of 73%
Hispanic students, 10% Black, 10% White, 5% Asian and 2% Native American. Sixty
percent (60%) of those were categorized as having Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
and all (100%) of C1‟s students qualified for a free or reduced priced lunch plan. 13%
have an Individualized Education Plan (IEP). During the 2007-08 school year, C1 did not
meet AYP as determined by the regulations of the No Child Left Behind Act. This being
their third consecutive year of not meeting AYP, they are categorized as N3.
Principal’s Sense of Empowerment
The principal for control school 1 (CP1) expressed feelings of being both
managed and having autonomy throughout the interview. While referencing decisions
that were made at the school level, she also expressed that the power to make those
decisions and the regulations on those decisions came from outside the school. When
CP1 stated, “I know that there is something that I would definitely want to make changes
[to],” she made it apparent that there were changes she „wanted,‟ however, she implied
she could not initiate those changes as she desired. When asked who will create the
Student Improvement Plan (SIP), CP1 did state, “Well, I may be the one that tries,”
implying that a site-level committee was not involved in this process.
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CP1 did state that a number of decisions were within the school‟s locus of control.
Keeping within a set time frame and an amount of money allotted by the district, the
school could spend certain funds as they saw fit. CP1 added, “We had about $25,000
apart from our budget and we have to spend it by [a] certain date, and so I put it out
through grade level chairs…[asking questions like] what kinds of things [will] you need
for next year.” However, she stated after that, “I didn‟t have to decide, like okay, what
materials do we need for math and whatever, [because it] has already been decided for
the school.”, adding that the district decided the curriculum and materials the school was
going to get and how the budget was going to be spent. That implied that the principal
perceived she had greater autonomy over her discretionary dollars than her allocated
budget.
CP1 referred to a school level decision making committee and explained the
perpetual monitoring of a SIP to fit the growing and changing needs of her school. She
stated, “You can‟t just write it and then print it and it would go to shelf, you actually have
to attend to it…there is a monitoring component and you have to monitor [the]
plan…what are we going to do, and how do we know if it has been effective.”
Even though CP1 took more responsibility in the SIP development and
implementation, other responses from her displayed a sense of being „managed‟ by
central administration, resulting in an overall empowerment level that is nearly balanced
between the two dichotomies (see figure 6.1 for typological placement of CP1).
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Figure 6.1: Typologies used for analysis within control school 1 for the constructed
themes.

Principal’s Willingness to Empower
CP1 responded extensively about committees, parent involvement, and an „everevolving‟ school improvement plan (SIP). She explained her intent to train her faculty in
the school improvement process saying, “we have a team of people going to a training
session… we are going to be doing a lot of either analysis or in looking at our needs…we
have many people going, people who said that they were interested in going and learning
more about school improvement.”
When asked how resource allocation decisions were made at the site level, CP1
stated, “I met with the committees and we have talked about what our options were and
[what] we have envisioned here…during our monthly parent meetings, I asked for
parents just to be part of the Title I community as well. So I met with a group of parents
and then I met with the group of teachers and we kind of shared some information about
what we are looking for and how we want to use the money.”
CP1 went on to mention a multi-cultural committee, decisions shared through
department chairs, and an active „professional leaning community.‟ All of these
statements suggest an actively collaborating principal seeking input from a variety of
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committees and stakeholders. However, there were as many statement suggesting the
opposite.
Some curriculum decisions were entirely retained by CP1. She stated, “Well, I
can tell you [what] that I have purchased, where I am purchasing, a great deal of picture
books, because there is a product that I want to get implement in teaching and writing.”
And again, “we have choices, we had more choices to go with and I chose envisioned
math.”
She also explained that teachers put in requests, “Request for money, request for
allocations and things…sometimes it come from the teachers like I really think I need
this…we have to set the rest of our instructional budget. So I put it up there.” While the
teachers were placing requests, CP1‟s explanation of how the requests were handled
suggested that she listened, but still made many decisions on her own. While CP1
frequently used “we” to describe the collaboration process, she used “I” when it came to
a specific decision. With the variety of support for both collaboration and retention, CP1
was placed in the middle of the „willingness to empower‟ scale (see figure 6.1 for
typological placement of CP1).
Utility of Site Level Committees
CP1 referred to group discussions in regard to both the SIP and budgetary
decisions for the school. She stated that teachers and parents were included in
conversations and even went so far as to say, “we created the plan together.” However,
several other statements indicated that the principal held the majority of the sway in the
decisions made, and in the plan creation.
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She stated, “Well, I have been very vocal about what my beliefs are, and what my
vision of the school, and the direction that we need to take, and even the Title plans that I
have put it out there, anybody, if you wanted to be a part of the training come to the
library and just ask. And so then, this is what the committee decide[d] it – this is how we
spend our money, this is what we are going to do.”
While the statement concluded by saying the committee made a final decision, the
principal was first, “very vocal” about her own beliefs. She went on to say, “I chose
envisioned math based on the four choices that we had” indicating that the final decision
was not necessarily influenced by the committee.
Throughout the interview, CP1 consistently used “I” statements, drawing focus
away from the committee. When asked who is going to write the SIP plan for next year,
she stated, “well I may be the one that tries, I don‟t know, we haven‟t determined that.”
Her other comments indicated that a committee is in existence and such a task is
the committee‟s responsibility, but when asked a very direct question in regard to the
committee‟s power, she revealed that they do not have as much as is otherwise
insinuated.
While CP1 spent a large portion of the interview discussing the committees, she
also made several statements that indicated a lack of commitment to their input, and a
lack of decision-making power on their part. CP1 was placed directly in the middle due to
her dichotomous explanations (see figure 6.1 for typological placement of CP1).
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SIP Catalytic Factors
CP1 provided a very clear indication that her opinion was a factor in the creation
of control school 1‟s SIP. While she referred to committee involvement in the decision
making process, CP1 explained how she interacts with the committee as, “I have been
very vocal about what my beliefs are and what my vision of the school and the direction
that we need to take.” These comments indicate a unilateral use of principal opinion as
criteria for decision making.
Slightly less direct was the reference to committee involvement, “I met with the
committees and we have talked about what our options were and we have envisioned
here.” While this indicates that CP1 collaborated with a committee, it was not apparent
how much influence the committee‟s opinion had over the principals‟. However, it must
be noted that a committee did exist and that at least some collaborative opinion was
involved in the decision making process.
Lastly, CP1 stated, “we are going to be doing a lot of either analysis or in looking
at our needs.” Site level data arising from a needs assessment was also a catalytic factor
in the decision making process (see table 6.1 for matrix of SIP catalytic factors).
Budgetary Catalytic Factors
When discussing the budget, CP1 did not refer to her own opinion, as we saw in
regard to SIP decisions. Instead, she focused heavily on the collaborative opinion,
stating, “And so then, this is what the committee decided…this is how we spend our
money, this is what we are going to do.” More than simply meeting and making a
collective decision, CP1 revealed that her committee also defined the school‟s problem,
brainstormed solutions, and developed a plan for spending the money. CP1 said “I met
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with the committees and we have talked about what our options were and we have
envisioned here,” and again she stated that she met with groups of teachers and parents to
get input. Therefore, collaborative opinion was clearly stated as a catalytic factor in
budgetary decisions.
In the interest of not incorrectly interpreting CP1‟s statement, unilateral principal
opinion was not inferred as a separate catalytic factor. Collaborative opinion stretched
beyond just the budget committee, including requests of special campus groups. CP1
explained, “We have a multi cultural committee, because it is our fine arts, with the
cultural nights, math committee we had a Math Night, literacy committee with Literacy
Nights, what is [it] that we want to purchase, where all the money is going to, how do we
want to spend it.” This statement was also a lead in to the next catalytic factor identified
by CP1.
Teacher requests, or wish lists, were specified as a catalytic factor at control
school 1. CP1 stated, “We just work things as needed and then we take teacher
requests…They decide what we really feel like we need…when they present to me, we
talk about it,” and again, “Request for money…sometimes it comes from the teachers like
„I really think I need this‟…I put it out through grade level chairs, [and instruct them to]
go back to grade level [and ask] what [it] is that you need, what kinds of things [do] you
need for next year, [what do] we need to spend our money [on]?” (see table 6.1 for matrix
of Budgetary catalytic factors).
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Table 6.1: Catalytic factors and connectedness matrix for control school 1.

Direct Connectedness
When asked directly whether the budgetary decisions were linked to the SIP, CP1
stated, “Yes, they are. Yes, they are” then continued to explain how they were connected.
“They are going to be [linked through] literacy, math, and science.” CP1 stated that these
three, core subjects are in the SIP and that she intended to fund them.
Indirect Connectedness
While a number of catalytic factors were considered in forming the SIP and the
budget (see table 6.1 for connectedness matrix of CP1), only one factor was mentioned as
being used in both. Collaborative opinion – which was stated to have been used for both
the SIP and the budget – is therefore an implied connection between the SIP and
budgetary decision making processes.
Stating that a connection does or does not exist between SIP and budgetary
decisions, reveals only a small portion of the information available on a school‟s decision
making processes. Therefore, it is important to examine the degree to which a
connection exists.
In CP1‟s case, collaborative opinion was a recurring theme throughout the
interview transcripts related to budgetary decisions. As outlined in theme three, CP1
focused heavily on the collaborative opinion, regularly referring to decisions made by
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several different committees. CP1 also commonly refered to “we” rather than “I,”
accentuating that budgetary decisions were made by a larger body.
In regard to decisions on the SIP, however, CP1 focused more on unilateral
principal opinion than collaborative opinion. She explained that while a committee is
used in developing the SIP, her opinion is made very clear that ultimately she “will be the
one that tries” to write the SIP.
Even though collaborative opinion was found to be a catalytic factor by CP1, the
unilateral principal opinion to which she referred had the potential to overshadow the
collaborative opinion. While committees, teachers, and parents had a great deal of
influence in the budgetary decision making process, their involvement was much less in
the SIP decision making process. Therefore, the connection between their opinion in the
two processes was existent, but weak and the indirect connectedness is slightly below
average (see figure 6.1 for typological placement of CP1).
Key Fiscal Allocations
Key fiscal allocations identified in the principal transcripts were compared with
Odden‟s (2003) School Resource Indicators that were deemed under the control of the
principal to determine whether the principal‟s fiscal decisions were targeting areas that
are shown to increase student achievement. Of the key allocations identified by CP1, two
were related of Odden‟s indicators - professional development and special academic
focus.
CP1 explained a fiscal focus on professional development by saying, “we have a
team of people going to a training session…we have 6 sessions that we are going to and
we are going to be doing a lot of either analysis or looking at our needs.” While the

117

information provided ded not indicate whether the training was specific to core classes, it
did indicate that some form of professional development received funding.
While there was no special academic focus in C1, CP1 stated,
“I am purchasing a great deal of picture books because there is a product that I
want to implement in teaching and writing, the writing training with picture
books, and so I purchased all the teacher resource books that go into in all the
picture books that teach all the different right traits and so we are going into…the
professional development in that area. I think that is really going to help with
[our] writing traits…I think, that‟s really going to help our writing skills using
this. I don‟t want the whole program but using this approach, I think it‟s really
going to impact the teaching in areas of writing.
I think the decision to go with envisioned map even though I didn‟t have
to spend the money to purchase it...is going [to] improve the teaching and math.”
These statements showed that efforts were being made to improve both writing and math.

Control School 2 – Christopher Elementary
Christopher Elementary School‟s student body consists of 755 students ranging
from kindergarten through fifth grade. The school was under the leadership of Principal
Robert Meyer during the 2007-08 academic year. The student body consisted of 74%
Hispanic students, 5% Black, 17% White, and 4% Asian students. Of these students, 48%
were categorized as having Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 64% qualified for free or
reduced price lunch, and 6% had an Individualized Education Plan (IEP). During the
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2007-08 school year, C2 did not meet AYP as determined by the regulations of the No
Child Left Behind Act and was on the watch list.
Principal’s Sense of Empowerment
While his answers were brief, CP2 was direct and clear on his view of
empowerment. When asked how important decisions about resource allocation, budget
allocation and instruction were made at the school, CP2 stated, “I do feel that I have the
final say on those decisions.” Having the „final‟ say did imply that this principal felt
others provided input. CP2 also discussed the role of administration and „administration
specialists‟ within his school. Budget allocations and other site-level decisions fell to
these individuals or groups (see figure 6.2 for typological placement of CP2).

Figure 6.2: Typologies used for analysis within control school 2 for the constructed
themes.

Principal’s Willingness to Empower
CP2 provided more consistent examples of his collaboration level. He began by
saying, “I collaborated with others from the team which then helped to review what
action steps were actually…to be added or… to be revised.” Later in the interview, he
stated, “When it came to the technicality of putting in [the data], the administration put it
in.” While collaboration occurred, the final decision was retained by CP2. He went on to
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say that after, “Putting [the data] in and then printing [the budget] out…we spend time
talking about where we‟re going.” This statement infers that while he got input in the
final analysis, the decision was his. If this interpretation is true, such collaboration over
time could be viewed as an empty gesture by staff.
CP2 revealed that he did not feel the teachers were capable of being involved in
the decision making process. When asked about the school improvement plan, he said, “I
think, that I had a handle in trying to determine in which direction it‟s supposed to be,
and what those should be. However, trying to have [the teachers] participate in that… I
don‟t think that there were enough top notch teachers to get a grip on them together and
make those kinds of decisions.”
When asked who makes budget decision, he responded with, “I do feel that I have
the final say on those decisions.” He also discussed “one of the things I have done
recently with new allocation…” indicating that the decision was entirely his. CP2 seemed
to believe that he involved the teachers, indicated in the following quote; “I look at the
materials that the grade levels want, and then I kind of use my discretion, and my
conversation with them on the purpose, and the intent of why do we need that, and if its
justified enough, and it‟s followed along with what we are doing consistently through the
building then I have no problems.” However, this statement further supported his retainer
approach since the teachers were not being involved in the decision making process.
Teachers put in requests and they were granted those requests only if the principal
deemed them consistent with what was going on in the school.
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Since this principal showed some involvement with his staff by seeking their
opinions, he was given some credit for collaboration, but his overall approach to decision
making resembled that of a retainer (see figure 6.2 for typological placement of CP2).
Utility of Site Level Committees
CP2 had team(s) or committee(s) that gave input on school decisions. In reference
to one team he stated, “we‟re sitting down and then we spend time talking about where
we‟re going, where we‟re going?” Later in the interview, he expressed a lack of trust in
the team‟s ability to make decisions, saying, “again I don‟t think that there were enough
top notch teachers to get a grip on them together and make…decisions,…we have some
good teachers in the class room [but] they have a class room…focus not a school wide
focus.”
Because of this perception, CP2 explained that he listened to his teachers‟
requests, but made the decisions on his own, and also, that he didn‟t directly refer to the
school improvement plan when making those decisions.
In determining whether budgetary decisions were related to the SIP, CP2 explained,
“I would say that anything we spent our money on is related to reading, writing or
math instructions and those are the three goals in the school improvement plan, so
unintentionally they are related. However, I look at the materials that the grade
levels want, and then I kind of use my discretion and my conversation with them
on the purpose and the intent of why do we need that and if it‟s justified enough
and it‟s followed along with what we are doing consistently through the building
then I have no problems.”
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The majority of CP2‟s statements in his interview indicated a lack of real decision
making influence by any type of committee. Reinforcing earlier points, he stated, “I
utilized the funds kind of in that way, what do they need in the job.” CP2 appeared to
have done all fund allocation independently of the committees, only utilizing input, and
interpreting it as he saw fit to most effectively benefit the school. CP2 was placed low on
the continuum for utilization of site level committees (see figure 6.2 for typological
placement of CP2).
SIP Catalytic Factors
CP2 began both his interview, and his SIP planning efforts in the context of last
year‟s plan, “The school improvement plan was simplified a bit from the previous year,
and I think it‟s required, that this was to review the number of actions that would focus
on the objective.” From this we can infer that some status quo played a role in the
development of the new SIP. In other words, the new plan was built on the old plan
rather than being developed a new based on current school data.
Site level data was a catalytic factor. CP2 stated, “The test data indicated, okay
this is an area that that we need to grow in.” CP2 hinted, with the term “we,” that he was
not the only person considering the school data, but rather, a committee was involved in
developing SIP. CP2 went on to explain, “I collaborated with others from the team
which then helped to review what action steps were actually something to be added or
something to be revised and then we worked the process with being in the year.” Thus,
collaborative opinion was considered during the incremental refinement of the SIP.
While CP2 explained ways in which he utilized his staff, he also put forth
concerns about their ability as stated earlier, and indicated a heavier reliance on his own
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opinions. This lack of trust in the teacher‟s ability to see the larger picture indicates that
unilateral principal opinion probably played a larger role in the SIP‟s development (see
table 6.2 for matrix of SIP catalytic factors).
Budgetary Catalytic Factors
As was aforementioned, CP2 placed value on his opinion, expressing concern that
his staff was not equipped to make budgetary decisions. “I do feel that I have the final say
on [budgetary] decisions… Then there are, you know, certain decisions that I‟ve made
such as my value of the spelling practice book… And I think, I trust at getting the
teachers what it is that they need to teach…. And I think, I utilized the funds kind of in
that way.”
Along with unilateral principal opinion, teacher wish lists were a catalytic factor
in the development of the budget for control school 2. CP2 said, “I told the grade level to
prioritize everything they expect to have or want to have, prioritizing them from topdown, so that I can see what is it they want…[and] things that they wanted for their grade
level.” These teacher wish lists were created by the staff, and evaluated based on a
number of factors, as is shown in the following statement. “However, I look at the
materials that the grade levels want, and then I kind of use my discretion and my
conversation with them on the purpose and the intent of why do we need that and if it‟s
justified enough,…then I have no problems.”
Along with unilateral principal opinion and teacher wish list, the school
improvement plan was also referenced. CP2 stated, “I would say that anything we spent
our money on is related to reading, writing or math instructions and those are the three
goals in the school improvement plan.” Status quo as a catalytic factor could be inferred
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from CP2‟s comments regarding incrementally refining last year‟s SIP with current data
but no mention was made of refining instructional strategies or programs to achieve new
goals (see table 6.2 for matrix of Budgetary catalytic factors).

Table 6.2: Catalytic factors and connectedness matrix for control school 2.

Direct Connectedness
CP2 directly stated that an unintentional connection exists between budgetary
decisions and the schools‟ SIP, “I would say that anything we spent our money on is
related to reading, writing or math instructions and those are the three goals in the school
improvement plan, so unintentionally they are related.” While some implied connective
patterns emerged throughout the interviews (see table 6.2 for connectedness matrix of
CP2), they were indirect. There was no discussion of how school improvement goals or
actions influenced budget decisions. Most discretionary budgetary decisions were driven
by individual teacher submissions of „wish lists‟ and the principal‟s unilateral decision of
whether or not to approve them.
Indirect Connectedness
Since unilateral principal opinion was a catalytic factor shared in both the SIP and
budget formation processes, and because of the aforementioned statement, it was
assumed that some level of at least indirect connection existed. In addition, status quo
was a major catalytic factor in both. It doesn‟t necessarily reveal an attempt to cross-
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reference the budget with the SIP, but rather to cross-reference the current budget with
past budgets, and the current SIP with past SIPs.
While teacher wish lists were a consideration in forming the budget, these
typically account for a small percentage of the overall budget, thus their impact is
somewhat limited. To the extent that teachers were not involved in the SIP development
process, their wish lists would most likely lower any linkages with school improvement
and allocation decisions.
With all factors being considered, C2‟s level of connectedness between budgetary
decisions and the SIP is below average (see figure 6.2 for typological placement of CP2).
Key Fiscal Allocations
CP2 cited three resource allocations that were in line with the following Resource
Indicators: professional development, length of instructional day, and reading class size.
Starting with professional development, CP2 stated, “We had to then train them on
thinking math, we had to train them on the writing trait, to make sure that they can
actually teach each of the traits in writing. That was something that we worked very hard
on and we saw students getting better in their writing.” While CP2 did not specify the
type of training, he did state that professional development took place.
While the length of the school day was not said to have been lengthened, the time
within the current schedule was reallocated to allow for more time to be spent on
teaching. Additionally, teachers were meeting with students before and after school,
again, offering more educational time to students. CP2 said,
“Rather than having teachers conduct a 45-minute intervention during class time
where other students have to be doing independent work for 45 minutes while a
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teacher needs to figure for 5-6 students, we have over 22 teachers in our building
that are doing [that] before school, after school for that one hour. Where we pay
the teachers, we are doing the intervention. In addition we have children who are
coming in for their entire track break so there is not only attendance [for the]
whole day during the year but also in the school year through the tutoring time.”
Control School 3 – Claire Elementary
Claire Elementary School (C3) is located in the northern part of this large urban
city. Principal Lois Carroll is in charge of its 876 students in kindergarten through fifth
grade. Claire‟ population includes 31% Hispanic students, 5% Black, 39% White, 15%
Asian and 1% Native American. Of these students, 14% are categorized as having
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and 30% qualified for a free or reduced priced lunch
plan. 9% have an Individualized Education Plan (IEP). During the 2007-08 school year,
C3 did not meet AYP as determined by the regulations of No Child Left Behind. This
being their second consecutive year of not meeting AYP, Claire Elementary is
categorized as N2.
Principal’s Sense of Empowerment
CP3 was direct in her view of the governance of the school. Her answers
approached the managed end of the managed/autonomous spectrum. She stated that her
teachers “were not really empowered to decision make or [to provide] input, but they also
aren‟t ready for it yet.” She qualified the remark, stating “they have never seen a copy of
their school improvement plan until this year.” Once this issue was identified, however,
CP3 went on to explain how she planed on reversing this trend. “We had to do a lot of
training and understanding…they need to understand as a stakeholder, they are
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responsible for the development and the ideas, we need to develop students that are
[using] action steps, and they [the action steps] are the point of context with those
students. So, this has been a building year for us as far as getting all of our stakeholders,
and we are not; it‟s not something that you can do overnight.”
While initial comments showed an absence of empowerment at the school, her
intent was to change this incrementally. Her view of the situation and the experience she
expected to bring, were indicative of an empowered individual, with an equally
empowered view for the school‟s future (see figure 6.3 for typological placement of
CP3).

Figure 6.3: Typologies used for analysis within control school 3 for the constructed
themes.

Principal’s Willingness to Empower
CP3 stated a belief early in the interview that her teachers weren‟t ready to be
empowered. She stated, “[The teachers] were not really empowered to decision make…
but they also aren‟t ready for it yet,” and, “We need to have all of our stakeholders
involved and its not happening yet.” She went on to say that they had to do a lot of
teacher professional development so that teachers would have a clear understanding of
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stakeholder responsibility in an empowered school. She concluded with “So, this has
been a building year for us as far as getting all of our stakeholders [onboard].”
CP3 talked about the administrator‟s role in facilitating empowerment in her
school. She stated, “[the assistant principal] and I have done a lot of analysis and we have
had a lot of conversations about how can we get them to understand [how to] work
smarter, not [harder]. We waste so much time, we waste so many resources because we
just don‟t understand that there are better ways to do things…but it‟s going to take time.”
This statement revealed that the principal understands that becoming empowered is a
process. It takes providing teachers with the necessary skills and it takes time.
The one reference to a current collaborative team came in answer to a question on
a budgetary decision. CP3 explained, “We have a leadership team called the A+ team and
we have them survey their grade level members to find out what their current resources
are, what they need and [then] we tie [the results] to our school improvement plan.”
Because CP3 admitted that collaboration is in its infancy at her school, she was
placed closer to the retainer end of the scale at this time (see figure 6.3 for typological
placement of CP3).
Utility of Site Level Committees
CP3 explained that there was a solid connection between her leadership team and
the creation of the school improvement plan. However, CP3 stated she didn‟t feel the
participants were fully involved. “We need to have all of our stakeholders involved and
its not happening yet… here we‟re not really empowered to decision make or [have]
input but they [the teachers] also aren‟t ready.” CP3 had to do a lot of training to help
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teachers understand they were responsible for the development of ideas for school
improvement efforts.
CP3 pointed out improvements that had been made over the course of the school
year, stating, “You have to give people the tools they need to do the job the way you
expect it to be,” and “We have changed dramatically.” While teachers at CP3 were
described as having never seen a copy of their SIP, the principal explained the beginning
process to improve the staff‟s involvement in the decision making process (i.e. A+
leadership team) (see figure 6.3 for typological placement of CP3).
SIP Catalytic Factors
CP3 offered few details on the factors involved in forming the school‟s SIP. She
referred to what she thought the school‟s needs were for improvement but these
perceptions were based on experiences at her previous schools. CP3 explained that
teachers were not capable of or empowered to write the SIP as of yet, and thus, much of
the work during the initial year fell to her. While unilateral principal opinion was the only
catalytic factor indicated by CP3, she went onto say that beginning, “this year we shared
the plan” and “the whole community should be involved.” These statements indicate that
in the following years, this process should be more inclusive (see table 6.3 for matrix of
SIP catalytic factors).
Budgetary Catalytic Factors
The following quote from CP3 revealed a couple catalytic factors for the budget.
In saying, “I developed the budget with my staff and we had everything tied to school
improvement,” she indicated that collaborative opinion and the SIP were considered in
budget development.
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In addition to this, teacher wish lists emerged as a catalytic factor. CP3
explained, “We have a leadership team called the A+ team and we have them survey their
grade level members to find out what…they need and we tie it to our school
improvement plan.” Even though the desires of the teacher were taken into account, only
what was tied to the SIP was considered (see table 6.3 for matrix of budgetary catalytic
factors).

Table 6.3: Catalytic factors and connectedness matrix for control school 3.

Direct Connectedness
CP3 stated directly that a connection did exist between the school‟s budget and
their SIP, explaining that all decisions needed to stem from the points they had decided
would improve student achievement. When asked how budgetary decisions were linked
to SIP, CP3 states, “We have the [financial] support, [and] what we think is going to
improve the student achievement, and everything that you do really needs to be, in my
opinion, has to be examined from that point of view. It eliminates waste and you have
what you need.”
Indirect Connectedness
The points of improvement addressed were arrived at mostly by the principal, as
unilateral principal opinion was the only catalytic factor cited by CP3 in forming the SIP,
stating that her staff was not yet empowered to make such decisions. “Here we‟re not
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really empowered to decision make… [the teachers] also aren‟t ready for it yet.”
Thus, unilateral principal opinion used in making budgetary decisions would
indicate a strong indirect connection back to the SIP (see table 6.3 for connectedness
matrix of CP3). Also seen on the connectedness matrix, teacher wish lists existed as a
catalytic factor. CP3 stated that the teachers‟ wish lists were viewed in light of the SIP.
“Even though the desires of the teacher were taken, only what was tied to the SIP was
considered.” This indicates some connectedness between budgetary decisions and the
SIP, even though the school improvement plan was primarily developed by the principal.
The overarching influence of teacher input into the allocation decisions made for
some initial connectedness between the budget and the SIP (see figure 6.3 for typological
placement of CP3).
Key Fiscal Allocations
CP3 did not make specific reference to any of Odden‟s school resource indicators.
Her budgetary decisions focused on other items that did not relate to the framework that
delineated allocations that affected student achievement. Namely, technology was the key
focus of CP3‟s fiscal decisions. She said, “This is software that is on the computers that
we have purchased and it looks at where the kids are and helps them with little skills to
get them to where they need to be,” and “This school was not using technology
effectively. They were using it more like a worksheet...We are trying to get the students
ready for the 21st century. And I don‟t feel that doing everything at that symbolic
abstract level is necessarily best for the population that we have right now.”
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Control School 4 – Aiva Elementary
Aiva Elementary School (C4) is located in the west-central part of this large urban
city. Principal Rhonda Moss leads the student body of 608, kindergarten through fifth
graders. Vegas Verde‟s population consists of 79% Hispanic students, 5% Black, 9%
White, 6% Asian and 1% Native American. Of these students, 64% are categorized as
having Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 85% qualified for a free or reduced priced
lunch plan and 8% have an Individualized Education Plan (IEP). During the 2007-08
school year, C4 did not meet AYP as determined by the regulations of the No Child Left
Behind Act. This being their third consecutive year of not meeting AYP, Claire
Elementary is categorized as N3.
Principal’s Sense of Empowerment
CP4 made few comments about the level to which she felt empowered by the
district, however, a few key comments hinted that she leaned toward feeling managed by
central administration. While other principals discussed how they used Title I funds, this
principal stated, “Of course, Title I also tells you how much to put exactly. We are all in
strict guidelines.” All schools faced the same rules in regard to Title I funds, but CP4
emphasized the guidelines and limitations rather than the freedoms to choose how funds
could be used. She went on to say, “input is always very important. Inputs from teachers,
you know, when we receive our budget.” Here again, her language did not point toward
the decisions made at a site level, but at those made outside the school by the district. She
acknowledged that input from teachers was important, but emphasized that the resulting
decision was dependent upon something outside her control – „a provided budget‟ (see
figure 6.4 for typological placement of CP4).
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Figure 6.4: Typologies used for analysis within control school 4 for the constructed
themes.

Principal’s Willingness to Empower
CP4 demonstrated a very active approach to involving her teachers in the
decision-making processes. The process of developing a school improvement plan was
described as collaborative from start to finish;
“We opened up the conference room for a week…our assistant principal and I, we
take turns manning and being there as the administrative support and
representative…they [the teachers] come and we would have the LCD and the
laptop and post it on projector on the screen and we would have our CRT scores,
or Dibble scores which would be in there…we‟d have our, like I said, our
different grade levels come in…and at their own schedule and give feedback and
can we have such and such materials or personnel.”
In regard to budget decisions CP4 offered similar sentiments, stating that teacher
involvement was “very important.” She made reference to multiple „teams‟ that were
involved in decision making and became experts in particular areas. She even stated a
preference for sending teachers rather than administrators to conferences because they
were in the classroom and may have a better handle on the needs therein and on the uses
of the material.
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With these direct collaborative statements, CP4 was placed on the collaborative
end of the „willingness to empower‟ scale (see figure 6.4 for typological placement of
CP4).
Utility of Site Level Committees
CP4 explained a very group-oriented approach to decisions and planning at the
school. She made information available to all the teachers and gave them a chance to
meet with administration all day, for five straight days.
While CP4 didn‟t refer to a particular committee, she seemed to use the entire
staff in the decision making process, utilizing their input to make decisions. She stated,
“So planning to release some money, that‟s what they wanted. They wanted some
materials so they put some materials down and you know, they wished this and
prioritized.”
While the entire staff was involved, and the opinions given weight in the decision
making process, it is unclear how the decision making process was brought to closure.
Administrative staff did commit to follow up on decisions to ensure that change had been
effected, stating, “we are going to see some kind of growth or see if it‟s working.” Due
primarily to the heavy reliance on teacher involvement, C4 committees were viewed as
having a higher than average utility (see figure 6.4 for typological placement of CP4).
SIP Catalytic Factors
CP4 spoke mainly of collaborative opinion, and site level data in the
development of the SIP. Information and opportunity for involvement was made
available to the entire staff as explained earlier by the principal.
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Throughout the course of input meetings, information and site level data specific
to C4 were made available. “So [teachers] come and we would have the LCD and the
laptop and post it on projector on the screen…” Data were provided as well, including a
binder from last year. The school‟s literacy specialist and intervention strategists served
somewhat like the school‟s team leader. With site level data made available and the
entire staff welcomed to contribute, both collaborative opinion, and site level data were
considered catalytic factors for CP4 (see table 6.4 for matrix of SIP catalytic factors).
Budgetary Catalytic Factors
The interview with CP4 revealed that both collaborative opinion and teacher wish
lists were factors in developing of the budget. CP4 described, “Well, you know input is
always very important. Inputs from teachers, you know when we receive our budget, we
know that someone is certified for supplies, basic supplies that you know in the past
we‟ve seen this is how much we have allocated and this is how much we need.” CP4
continued, “And so we did the same thing though, because we were already allocated for
next year. Same thing as last year, we brought in everybody. Consistency is important so
last year we had earmarked three positions…and so if we are going to see some kind of
growth or see if [they are] working, we know the three to five years cycle.” Even though
CP4 stated that her school did the „same thing as last year,‟ she pointed out that
consistency year over year allowed for proper assessment of school programs. From
these statements it could be concluded that the status quo, or incremental budgeting, was
the primary driver for fiscal decisions.
During the staff involvement, individuals were able to place special requests or to
present their teacher „wish lists.‟ CP4 stated, “But they were able to come in and at their

135

own schedule and give feedback…”
While utilizing the same methods of previous years, CP4 also looked at the results
of those years stating that she would „see if it‟s working,‟ and therefore indicating a use
of site level data to determine how money was spent and if it was having an impact. The
school also, “kept our intervention strategist and…an instructional assistant,” to obtain
helpful data (see table 6.4 for matrix of Budgetary catalytic factors).

Table 6.4: Catalytic factors and connectedness matrix for control school 4

Direct Connectedness
CP4 directly stated that budgetary decisions were linked to her school
improvement efforts. She did not, however, go into specific details other than to say they
had used dollars to hire a needed intervention strategist and an instructional assistant as
identified in their planning. She indicated that she knows “how much has been allocated
for this type of improvement.” She did not provide details about the process used to
determine these linkages.
Indirect Connectedness
CP4 cited a number of catalytic factors that affected both SIP and budgetary
decisions (see table 6.4 for connectedness matrix of CP4) indirectly linking the two. Two
such catalytic factors were site data and collaborative opinion. Theme three provided an
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extensive explanation of the processes CP4 used to share data and opinions, placing
importance on teacher involvement.
While the use of status quo in the decision making process could be indicative of
a reliance on past decisions and a possible lower level of connectedness in current SIP
and budgetary processes, CP4 explained the status quo as part of a process for creating
consistency and monitoring change implementation. In other words, the principal
understood it took “3 to 5 years” to see change and she wanted to ensure some
consistency in implementation to be able to evaluate whether or not the change was
having an impact. Therefore, use of status quo in the budgetary decision making process
did not lower the high level of connectedness (see figure 6.4 for typological placement of
CP4)
Key Fiscal Allocations
CP4‟s fiscal decisions did not coincide with any of Odden‟s delineated Resource
Indicators.
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CHAPTER 7
PRINCIPAL INTERVIEWS – EMPOWERMENT SCHOOLS
Empowerment School 1 – Jaime Elementary
Jaime Elementary School (E1) is located in the eastern part of the urban city in
this study. The student body is made up of 569 children in kindergarten through 5th grade.
Principal Heidi Loop leads the student body of 47% Hispanic students, 11% Black, 32%
White, 9% Asian and 1% Native American students. Of these students, 29% were
categorized as having Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 42% qualified for free or
reduced priced lunch plan, and 13% have an Individualized Education Plan (IEP). During
the 2007-08 school year, E1 met AYP as determined by the regulations of the No Child
Left Behind Act, making it their third consecutive year.
Principal’s Sense of Empowerment
The principal for empowerment school one (EP1) portrayed the school as entirely
self-contained. There was no mention of outside governance and no reference to funds
being allocated by any outside source. EP1 did not separate decisions that were made at
the site level with those that were made elsewhere, stating, “We have a leadership
team…and all budgetary decisions go to the leadership team.” EP1‟s perception of
budgetary decisions appears to be one of complete autonomy.
EP1 explained the mission and vision of the school as being “…what drives
everything we do in the school.” This disallowed an outside source from being the
primary motivator. She stated about her leadership team, “We sit down and look at
where are we at, what do we need to change, [and that] is what we have put into the
school improvement plan.” These statements illustrated that EP1 felt that all decisions
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stemmed from the SIP and that the SIP was determined at the site level. Thus, all
decisions were made at the site-level (see figure 7.1 for typological placement of EP1).

Figure 7.1: Typologies used for analysis within empowerment school 1 for the
constructed themes.

Principal’s Willingness to Empower
EP1 focused on a number of individuals aside from herself. When asked how
budgetary decisions were made, she explained, “We have a leadership team that is made
up of representatives from every grade level, including specialist and support staff. All
budgetary decisions go to [the] leadership team.” and, “When the budget items are
brought to the leadership team we open it to discussion to see if the budget items are
directly linked to our mission and our vision - which is also linked to our school
improvement plan.”
In regard to curriculum decisions, EP1 stated, “most instructional decisions are
made at the grade level. They [the teachers] meet at their grade level multiple times a
week, they talk about what they need to do to meet their standards…they do those
decisions…if it‟s a major decision like „we are going to do a writing program‟ or a „math
program‟ that goes to the grade levels they talk about it, they do a vote.”
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In explaining how leadership team members were selected, EP1 stated, “They are
voted by their grade level, so they have to be agreed upon…[The teachers] say who is
going to represent them.”
Each of these statements reveal an environment centered on teamwork and staff
involvement. EP1 consistently referred to the group and noticeably left out “I”
statements. All answers were directed away from her and focused on the leadership team,
the teachers, and support staff. She consistently shared her power with the entire staff,
creating a school environment of collaboration (see figure 7.1 for typological placement
of EP1).
Utility of Site Level Committees
EP1 was vocal about the use of staff input. She listed numerous ways in which the
staff could provide input and how their input was used. She also referred directly to the
leadership team that aided in the decision making process. As stated earlier, the role of
the leadership team was to ensure that fiscal decisions could be linked to the vision,
mission, or the improvement plan for the school.
She went on to explain about the team‟s decisions, saying, “we ask if it is directly
related to the mission and the vision and if it is, we do a vote…it is approved that way.
Same with any instructional things if it‟s something new they [the teachers] would want
to look at…”
For EP1, staff involvement was not just limited to committee members. EP1
revealed a way in which teachers, who were not part of a decision-making committee,
were included in decisions made at the school. “There was just enough people
questioning it [a decision] that we decided then to take it to the leadership [team], let
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them talk about it, [and] take it back to their grade levels to let them know that here is the
concerns. So we brought it to a staff meeting, the staff then got to share all of their
concerns out loud in front of everybody, but then there was [a] private ballot where
everybody got to fill [out] a private ballot. [For a vote to carry, staff approval must] be
75% or higher for it to pass.”
From EP1‟s interview responses, it was clear that staff and committee members at
E1 had a high level of control over site-based decisions. The principal did not refer to
overriding any committee decisions, or to a lack of trust in staff decisions. She was open
to reconsidering policies when dissention arose and allowed teachers to overrule
decisions if they saw it necessary. Due to the complete sharing of power, utility was
given a high level of utility (see figure 7.1 for typological placement of EP1).
SIP Catalytic Factors
EP1 relied heavily on site level data during the development of the school‟s SIP.
EP1 explained, “Because of…the inquiry process and looking at our test scores…the
needs analysis and the inquiry…it‟s how the school improvement plan was created…We
sit down and look at where are we at, what do we need to change, [which is] what we
have put into the school improvement plan.” These statements show how school data
related to the decision-making process, as well as identifies the individuals who were
doing the data analysis. In the school improvement process, the principal relied on the
collaborative opinion of staff to assist in and guide that process (see table 7.1 for matrix
of SIP catalytic factors).
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Budgetary Catalytic Factors
As stated earlier, the SIP had a direct influence on the school‟s budgetary
decisions. EP1 pointed out that each budget item is collaboratively evaluated to make
sure money is spent according to the school‟s goals as stated in the schools‟ SIP.
In addition to SIP and collaborative opinion, site level data, such as “looking at
our test scores,” was a catalytic factor in the school‟s development of their budget.
Committees and specialists‟ data in their areas of expertise were used. The process of
site level data collection was explained, “We have a leadership team that is made up of
representatives from every grade level including specialist and support staff…” The team
reviewed and discussed the data (see table 7.1 for matrix of budgetary catalytic factors).

Table 7.1: Catalytic factors and connectedness matrix for empowerment school 1

Direct Connectedness
Since all budget items were vetted as to their relationship to mission, vision, and
plan, they were considered evolving from collaborative opinion rather than a wish list.
Indirect Connectedness
Site level data and Collaborative opinion were two catalytic factors shared by
both SIP and budgetary decisions (see table 7.1 for connectedness matrix of EP1). These
factors indirectly reinforced the direct linkages discussed in the previous section. Both
the direct and indirect linkages implied a high level of connectedness between fiscal
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decisions and the school improvement plan. In other words, the principal tried to ensure
school monies were targeted to meet school goals and student achievement objectives
(see figure 7.1 for typological placement of EP1).
Key Fiscal Allocations
Key fiscal allocations identified in the principal transcripts were compared with
Odden‟s (2003) School Resource Indicators that were deemed under the control of the
principal and that impacted student achievement. Of the key allocations identified by
EP1, two were related to Odden‟s indicators - professional development and length of
instructional day.
EP1 explained professional development allocations by saying, “We have done
after school staff development, we have done Saturday staff development.” and “we have
put a large amount of money into the professional development in the last couple of
years…extending myself and the assistant principal through AST conference, so we can
bring back current research and leadership.” Additionally, EP1 stated, “We send five
teachers to [a] trainer of trainer model of our writing program and that was a lot of money
because it was actually nine days off campus…plus subs…We sent about seven people to
vocabulary training...”
Also in line with Odden‟s indicators is the extension of E1‟s school day. In
discussing support for the extended day EP1 stated, “We also pay for our instructional
assistants to be here for an extra half hour everyday because we extended the school day
34 minutes, but we don‟t have extra time for the instructional assistants.” So this extra
time is paid for out of the extra duty budget.
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While the above resource allocations were in line with resource indicators that the
research literature indicates specifically impact student achievement outcomes. EP1 also
allotted money in other areas. An Intervention Facilitator position was created, as was a
Business Manager position that allowed school leaders to spend more time in the
classroom. EP1 said, “The business manager has been instrumental in taking all of that
paperwork and busy work and scheduling and the community liaison stuff off from my
plate and the assistant principal‟s plate so that we have more time to focus on school
improvement and be in classroom. So we are in classroom at least a 100% more now
than we ever were before because of that position.”
Another allocation described by EP1 was that “a really large chunk of our money
has gone to extra duty pay.” This was to cover activities such as the leadership team‟s
after hour meetings, after hour tutoring, and after hour clubs and camps. While one of
these, after school tutoring, allowed for more focus on academic goals, the others were
not directly funding SIP goals.

Empowerment School 2 – Edison Elementary
Edison Elementary School (E2) is located in the central part of the large urban
city of this study. Ricky Peterson is the principal for the student body, which is made up
832 students in Kindergarten through 5th grade. Thirty-three percent (33%) of those
students are Hispanic, 16% are Black, 44% are White, 7% are Asian and 1% are Native
American. A limited English proficiency (LEP) status was assigned to 16% of Edison‟s
students, 32% qualified for a free or reduced priced lunch plan, and 17% have an
Individualized education plan (IEP). During the 2007-08 school year, E2 did not meet
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AYP as determined by the regulations of the No Child Left Behind Act, placing it on the
watch list.
Principal’s Sense of Empowerment
When asked about his School Improvement Plan, EP2 said, “It‟s basically this
document right here, setting the course for success inside of it. It is basically projected
three years out, where is your vision, where you are going, where are you headed…about
governance, our vision.” EP2 talked about the plan with a sense of group ownership,
using “our” when describing the vision. He described the SIP‟s formation similarly,
stating, “Who participated – we would ask the people who would like to participate and
they put their name [in] and the team…was pretty big this year and we got a lot of great
input from the teachers who are involved,” and also, “some of the years…not many other
people wanted to be involved and now that everybody is empowered they feel that and so
we put it out for the staff again and this time we have got a lot more newer
memberships.”
EP2 did make mention of central administration when asked about the format of
the SIP. When directly asked if the format for the plan came from the district, EP2
replied, “This came from the region…that‟s how it got to us.” EP2 also explained that all
of the empowerment schools create a School Improvement Plan saying, “it is more of an
accountability thing.” Here he indicates that there was monitoring by the region for the
purpose of holding the schools accountable. However, EP2 didn‟t bring this up on his
own. He was asked directly by the interviewer and gave short answers. His comments
about what E2 was doing independently, however, were lengthy, unprompted
explanations. His overall attitude was one of enthusiasm and full of empowerment. The
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only external influence conducted appeared to be the monitoring for accountability by the
regional office (see figure 7.2 for typological placement of EP1).

Figure 7.2: Typologies used for analysis within empowerment school 2 for the
constructed themes.

Principal’s Willingness to Empower
Empowerment school two (EP2) established a voluntary leadership team that
“collectively makes decisions.” Members could join at will, as EP2 explained, “we
would ask the people, „who would like to participate,‟ and they put [in] their name, and
the team was pretty big this year.”
While the teachers had an opportunity to voice their opinions, at the same time,
EP2 went on to say, “Everybody collectively makes decisions on resource[s] in how they
are allocated throughout the building. We have a lead team, [and] we have a design team
that work in conjunction with the staff. Everything is taken to the staff and they vote. So
[because of] the lead team, a lot of what happens here at the building is filtered, so
important decisions are made especially with resource allocation.” This quote would
indicate that important decisions came down to teachers directly, but not every decision.
The lead team weighed which decision should be brought to the total staff.
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EP2‟s methods of training his staff also revealed a commitment to collaboration.
He said, “You build capacity within the building, [and] you build the training. You have
the trainers here. You just don‟t send them out for one day of training and they come
back and forget about it. You send them out to become experts so that they can go out to
the world and train [others] whatever it is [they learned] to try and train. So, on our staff,
whether it‟s writing, math, or reading, we have those experts in whatever we are doing
here.” Rather than the principal filling the role of „expert,‟ EP2 enabled teachers to be the
experts, and encouraged sharing knowledge and skills gained to improve the entire staff.
While this principal hinted that some decisions might be made with input from
staff rather than actually being made by the staff, the majority of EP2‟s comments
indicated a sharing of power and a reliance on committees for decision making. Overall,
this principal displayed a very collaborative leadership approach, putting EP2 far toward
that end of the scale (see figure 7.2 for typological placement of EP2).
Utility of Site Level Committees
EP2 described two teams - a design team and a lead team. EP2 stated,
The design team has five parents and five teachers on it [and] administration…
that team basically looks over the plan for the year and we meet three times a
year. They look over the plan for the year and they make suggestions but they are
pretty much – they push it on or improve what‟s being done. Whereas the lead
team is made up of two teachers in each grade level, one from specialists and
some other members and what they do is they act as a liaison sort of between the
grade level and the administration and then they come to a meeting where they
bring all the grade level concerns.
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Thus, EP2 utilized committees to both make and execute the school‟s improvement plan.
The plan, developed by the staff and parents, was the backdrop for all decisions made
within the school, and EP2 stated, “We lay out the plan and actually stick…to the plan.”
The lead and design teams created these plans and EP2 made it clear that the
plans were followed. This school personalized their SIP, naming it after their school, and
dividing it into „keys‟ to make it a living document within the building. This
centralization of power within the school‟s committees gave the committees a high level
of utility (see figure 7.2 for typological placement of EP2).
SIP Catalytic Factors
EP2 gave an explanation of his school‟s decision-making process that included
site level data and collaborative opinion as catalytic factors. EP2 explained how his two
collaborative teams – Lead and Design team – worked together developing the final SIP.
The Lead team was responsible for gathering site level data from the grade level teachers
and using the information to create the SIP. The Design team was used to review what
was developed by the Lead team, and was charged with refining and improving the plan
as presented. This two-team system used site level data to first create the SIP and
committee opinion to validate and improve the plan (see table 7.2 for matrix of SIP
catalytic factors).
Budgetary Catalytic Factors
In reference to how EP2‟s school uses collaborative opinion in budgetary
decisions, EP2 said, “Everybody collectively make decisions on resource in how they are
allocated throughout the building… Everything is taken to the staff and they vote.” Site
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level data is used by the lead team to initially develop the goals and objectives of the plan
(see table 7.2 for matrix of budgetary catalytic factors).

Table 7.2: Catalytic factors and connectedness matrix for empowerment school 2

Direct Connectedness
In reference to the budget‟s relationship to the SIP, EP2 stated, “when you sit
down to write [the budget] … you got to allocate your resource and how you are going to
use them effectively to achieve whatever goals we have set for it, we tie them directly to
[the goals].” EP2 is referring to the goals set in the SIP
Indirect Connectedness
Complete responsibility was given to the site level committees, making their
influence critical. Such a reliance on collaborative opinion would allow their decisions to
have a high level of connectedness, as few (if any) other factors came in to play (see
figure 7.2 for typological placement of EP2).
Key Fiscal Allocations
EP2 discussed resource allocation decisions that were in line with one of Odden‟s
School Resource Indicators. First, when asked about key fiscal allocations, the principal
specified professional development was critical to building capacity within the school. He
also made the point that staff development people are needed “in house,” and teachers
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needed to be sent out to become experts so they could return and share their know ledge
with staff.
He addressed additional allocations in the form of purchasing specific commercial
programs. EP2 emphasized a focus on math by saying, “I can you tell you that definitely
Everyday Math [was key] when we purchased [it] two years ago, the results we saw this
year were fabulous on our CRT scores. I mean they were outstanding. So we are seeing
that spiraling program take itself up and really take us forward.” Additionally, a focus on
reading was explained by EP2; “READ 180, you know, it has been best for the district; it
really was one of the best and very successful in bringing up [reading performance].”

Empowerment School 3 – Danielle Elementary
Danielle Elementary School (E3) is located in the west central part of the large
urban city in this study. The student body is made up of 966 children in kindergarten
through 5th grade. The principal, Jacquelyn Druckrey, has a student body consisting of
63% Hispanic students, 15% Black, 18% White, 3% Asian and 1% Native American. Of
these students, 41% were categorized as having Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 72%
qualified for a free or reduced priced lunch plan, and 19% have an Individualized
Education Plan (IEP). During the 2007-08 school year, E3 met AYP as determined by the
regulations of the No Child Left Behind Act. Most notably, they were categorized as high
achieving due to consistently making AYP.
Principal’s Sense of Empowerment
Empowerment school principal three (EP3) had ready answers for the interviewer
questions. Similar to EP1, EP3 used quantifiers, more directly communicating her level
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of perceived autonomy. When asked how budget decisions were achieved, she stated,
“Any decision we make here goes to our school committee, it is placed on an agenda.
The agenda items are given to the whole staff, each grade level or department head, its
representative, they come to the meeting. They are fully aware of what is going to be
discussed and the vote that needs to take place.”
The words „any,‟ „whole,‟ and „fully‟ all indicate a complete ownership of the
process and a belief that it was completely within the principal‟s and school‟s control.
EP3 went on to explain the small group meetings, which allowed her to be “sure that [the
teachers] understand what is going on,” and again, “So everything is very express,
everything is dealt [with] that, it‟s voted on [by the] school‟s empowerment team.”
EP3 does mention that the process at her school takes a lot of time because it
involves so many people. It “takes forever…because everybody has got to have a say,
everybody has got a remark, we can‟t meet all the time and is just – what it requires of
the administration and the team is organization.” She states, “before I could just say, no,
this is what‟s happening, we are done.”
Because of collaboration required for empowerment schools, EP3 expressed an
inability to just make decisions on her own. “The district control isn‟t so far-reaching
that it interferes with the final decision itself; just with the decision-making process. It is
important to note that what was deemed „interference‟ was actually viewed by the school
as accountability rather than control, and that they appreciated both the empowerment
and accountability that went with it. EP3 says, “it‟s also accountability because that, to
me, that‟s what empowerment school is about. You are to be given this awesome
responsibility…you know, this is what we want to do.”

151

With the statement “this is what we want to do,” EP3 communicated that even the
choice to become empowered and to make collaborative decisions was determined at the
local level; so any „requirements‟ by the district was essentially accepted by the school
site staff.
While EP3 appeared to feel completely empowered, she hinted at feeling
„watched.‟ One statement revealing this is, “they are going to be looking at how we are
spending this money, so we better spend it wisely.” This could have inhibited EP3‟s
decision making process, as she accentuated multiple times that results must be proven in
order to justify the opportunity and responsibility granted to EP3 by the district (see
figure 7.3 for typological placement of EP3).
Figure 7.3: Typologies used for analysis within empowerment school 3 for the
constructed themes.

Principal’s Willingness to Empower
EP3 provided mixed conclusions with both her extensive use of „I‟ statements and
emphasis on inclusive committees. When the SIP, which was written by the
administrative team, was presented to the staff, the staff had the ability to make any
changes or suggestions they thought appropriate. She explained, “everybody knew –
bring your markers, you highlight this, your routine and your school improvement plans.
I know in a lot of schools it‟s written and nobody really sees it or it came [at] every staff
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development. We highlight it – where are we? what have we done? what are the things
we still need to do?”
While the staff was involved in changing and refining the plan, it was initially
written by the administrative team. Theoretically, the staff could change it to say exactly
what they want it to say, which certainly defines empowerment. However, it was unclear
whether all suggestions were taken by the administrative team. It may also be more
intimidating for staff to change something presented by the administration. This could
possibly discourage teachers, particularly novice teachers, from giving their true input. It
would take a more in depth ongoing case study to ascertain the real dynamic.
EP3 pointed out that the collaboration processes used at her school were very time
consuming, but that they allowed everyone to have a say and that they were essential.
The majority of her responses indicated methods and procedures were in place for
collaboration, and many decisions were made collaboratively. Overall, EP3 was above
the mid-point between being a retainer and a collaborator (see figure 7.3 for typological
placement of EP3).
Utility of Site Level Committees
EP3 did not give her school‟s committees credit for writing the SIP from scratch,
rather saying, “Well, I think, you know, the SIP this year was, we just kind of refined it
from last year, and basically it was that it was input from everybody but, basically it
works with the school empowerment team.”
Not to underemphasize the importance of their SIP refinement, it is important to
note that the changes came from “input from everybody” and that staff worked along
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with the “school empowerment team.” This refinement process proved to be involved,
described by EP3 as follows:
“What we did is during staff development day, everybody knew – bring your
markers, you highlight this, your routine and your school improvement plans…
we highlight it. Where are we? what have we done? what are the things we still
need to do? We could then focus on the next few weeks of the things that still
aren‟t done according to the benchmark or timeline that we set up for ourselves…
And they were some things we thought that we are/weren‟t doing and it is like
oops! We said we are going to do it, let‟s, okay, and we would select taskforces or
ad-hoc committees and we just jumped on it right away to get things done and
make sure that what we said we did [was] what we are going to do.”
While the committee maintain decision making, some of the principal‟s efforts to
influence, (see section on budget) resulted in EP3‟s position on the utility scale (see
figure 7.3 for typological placement of EP3).
SIP Catalytic Factors
ES3‟s SIP was derived partially from the status quo. EP3 explained, “The SIP this
year was, we just kind of refined it from last year.” The refining process included giving
it back to the staff to garnish their opinion; however, it was not clear how rigorous or
collaborative the staff was on their evaluation of the SIP. EP3 continued, “We gave it
back to the staff and said „is this what you would say, is this what you had envisioned,‟
and the staff said „yeah‟.” Therefore, collaborative opinion was indicated as a factor (see
table 7.3 for matrix of SIP catalytic factors).
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Budgetary Catalytic Factors
Similar to EP2, EP3 indicated that collaborative opinion was utilized in the
budget process as well. She stated, “Any decision we make here goes to our school
committee, it is placed on an agenda. The agenda items are given to the whole staff.”
Even though the final decision has collaborative input, the initial proposal originated
from the principal.
The use of principal opinion was also accentuated when EP3 explained, “The
bottom line is whatever we are voting on, I always go in prepared to make my case for
what I seek money resources, health, staffing allocations, whatever it may be, how it can
help us, if I kind of not so much sway the vote, but so the people know what I am
thinking.”
EP3 explained what role the SIP and teacher wish lists played in the development
of the Title 1 budget saying, “So anything we put in the SIP plan we pretty much know
we are going to get funded of staff development, it‟s going to be funded through Title [as
well as] and things that the teachers need and/or want.”
Lastly, school data was presented as a catalytic factor for budget decisions at ES3.
The principal said, “if you are going to do this then you have got to show results, and you
have got to show what your decisions [are] and what your input is about, and it better be
worth the money.” EP3 felt that budgetary decisions had to prove themselves in order to
be maintained for future years (see table 7.3 for matrix of budgetary catalytic factors).

155

Table 7.3: Catalytic factors and connectedness matrix for empowerment school 3

Direct Connectedness
Budget decisions were opened to initial discussion with the staff. “A lot of - any
decision we make here goes to our school committee, it is placed on an agenda. The
agenda items are given to the whole staff, each grade level or department head, its
representative, they come to the meeting.” However, EP3 expressed her attempts to
influence the decision making process in these collaborative budget meetings when she
said, “The bottom line is whatever we are voting on I always go in prepared to make my
case for what I seek money, resources, health staffing allocations, whatever it maybe,
how it can help us. I kind of not, so much sway the vote, but so the people know what I
am thinking.” While she allowed collaboration, she still attempted to influence her
control over the resulting decisions. She went on to say, “Here are the good things, here
are the bad things, here are things that I think we need. And I don‟t just say it because it
is my agenda, but it‟s based on the information I am getting from everyone in the school,
information I read, things I have investigated. So I put it all on the table, every page is on
the table. No secret.”
EP3 believed that her input was representative of the entire staff and was in their
best interest. The meeting was collaborative and her perception of her opinion was
collaborative, but the way she expressed her opinion was an indication of someone
maintaining control.
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Indirect Connectedness
Indirectly linking budgetary decisions to the SIP, EP3 made references to a need
to show results in the site level data, stating that having input makes the team responsible
for showing such results. Site level data was also mentioned in the formation of the SIP.
EP3 explained that the status quo was used in the SIP, stating that “the SIP this year was,
we just kind of refined it from last year.” and that if the site level data indicated low
results, changes to the SIP were made. Therefore, those two catalytic factors show a level
of intentional connectedness between the budget and the SIP. A medium-high level of
connectedness was assumed for E3 (see figure 7.3 for typological placement of EP3).
Key Fiscal Allocations
Class size reduction and professional development were two key resource
allocations identified by EP3. In regard to class size reduction, EP3 said, “With the Title I
money I have been able to get additional specialists to climb into additional grade
levels…” It is unclear from her statements, though, whether these specialists reduced the
actual class size, or just the student/teacher ratio.
Professional development for E3‟s teachers was the other Odden Indicator met by
EP3. She felt that while teachers claim to be „doing Marzano‟ was important, it was also
important that they understood other educational theories as well. EP3 stated, “let‟s talk
about Ruby Payne and poverty. Let‟s talk about Homer, let‟s talk about power super,
let‟s talk about Doug Rees, and 9090 schools and…grading practices.”
Length of instructional day, length of class periods and special academic focus
were not mentioned by Odden as areas to which finances were applied, therefore leaving
the remainder of Odden‟s Indicators as not being met.
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Empowerment School 4 – Paige Elementary
Paige Elementary School (E4) is located in the western part of the large urban city
in this study. Led by Principal Krista Osmond, 683 students in Kindergarten through fifth
grade make up the student body. Of these students, 72% are Hispanic, 8% are Black, 17%
are White, 3% are Asian and 1% are Native American. Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) categorization was given to 54% of Paige‟s students, 72% qualified for a free or
reduced priced lunch plan, and 54% have an Individualized Education Plan (IEP). During
the 2007-08 school year, E4 did not meet AYP as determined by the regulations of the
No Child Left Behind Act, making it their fourth consecutive year (N4).
Principal’s Sense of Empowerment
EP4‟s comments wavered between claiming autonomy and crediting central
administration. When stating, “The goals were sort of created by us,” she hinted that both
site level and district level involvement were present. Later she said, “the breadth of what
she had to accomplish was almost a given. The goals were sort of set for us and we did
meet our goals.” Each of these statements displayed the same dichotomy illustrating
partial central administrative input. While not directly communicated, one could surmise
that this central administrative oversight was due to E4 being in their fourth year of not
meeting AYP.
EP4 recognized her freedom to reallocate resources, but presented the information
by saying, “We were given the freedom to [do so].” However, even the freedom from the
district was granted by the district and the focus is on that transaction rather than the
resulting ability to make more decisions. She acknowledged, though, that decisionmaking involvement was spreading throughout the school and making an impact. In
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regard to her teachers, EP4 said, “I think it‟s very important, because, they decided. We
didn‟t say we will have a school-wide after school tutoring programs. They decided it,
they decided how they would do it, they developed the programs for it.”
There was recognition of site level decision-making, though that capability
seemed to be coupled with a constant awareness that it was granted by central
administration (see figure 7.4 for typological placement of EP4).

Figure 7.4: Typologies used for analysis within empowerment school 4 for the
constructed themes.

Principal’s Willingness to Empower
While EP4 didn‟t display characteristics of a retainer, she also didn‟t approach the
decision making process in her school the way other collaborative principals did. Instead
of making a collaborative decision, she allowed individuals to make decisions in regard
to certain amounts of money. For example, when discussing fiscal allocations she stated,
“I think that the ability for teacher‟s to decide, how they wanted to use their money, and
many of them use it for tutoring before and after Saturday school, decisions have been
made, I think that‟s been very important.”
While this brought up questions regarding precisely how decisions were made,
EP4 discussed staff involvement. “We are just sort of checking and not, I hate using the
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word checking, but making sure that everything [fits with] our vision and our model.”
The administrative team retained veto power for decisions that did not match up with the
SIP. However, it appeared that this power was not utilized often.
EP4 implied that her veto power came after the fact, once a program or
expenditure had been put into place. While this certainly empowered teachers, it didn‟t
necessarily result in a collaborative decision.
This placed this principal toward the collaboration end of the spectrum, but
because of the „first them and then us‟ decision making process, she was placed at the
collaboration end of the scale (see figure 7.4 for typological placement of EP4).
Utility of Site Level Committees
EP4 described a set of action steps set up through a “school-wide decision making
process” to achieve the goals of the SIP. She was clear that her staff might not know their
entire SIP, but that they could at least clearly state their action steps and goals.
EP4 shared that budgetary decisions were a school wide process;
“What we do is, each of the communities has what‟s changed the role, with lead
teachers to facilitator, and then we have program facilitators that have been the
previous lead teachers because we are trying very hard to build leadership
capacity. That group meets on a regular basis, and I wouldn‟t say, „put $60,000
here.‟ Rather we say, what is it that this program needs in order to go forward.
And then once we determine [that], that‟s how we spend the money.”
She went on to state, “So everybody is given a budget and they are allowed to determine
how they want to spend that money within their communities”
Reinforcing the staff‟s influence in the decision making process, EP4 stated,
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“People are making decisions in small groups and those small groups are then
going to their facilitators, who are bringing them to our lead team and we look at
it and make decisions and it goes back and forth. It‟s just like the circular
decision-making, I don‟t know how, it‟s more systemic. I think we are going from
a, you know, not a top down or a bottom up, really just a more systemic
leadership.”
More specifically, EP4 explained a specific decision arrived at by the staff, saying,
“We didn‟t say we will have a school-wide after school tutoring programs. They
decided it, they decided how they would do it, they developed the programs for it,
of course all of this is, all we can do is the diagnosis, you know, we are just sort of
checking and not, I hate using the word checking but making sure that everything
[fits] our vision and our model.”
When asked if the decisions within each of these communities worked toward the goals
of the SIP, she stated, “Absolutely! Everything we want to do, in those action steps, is
how a budget is decided.”
It is unclear how the SIP was actually created and who was involved in creating
the guidelines, but EP4 did state more than once in the interview, “The goals were sort of
set for us.” Within the SIP‟s process, the majority of decision-making responsibilities
were kept with the staff and leadership team. Because of the lack of clarity and due to the
indication that central administration felt the need to check on staff decisions, EP4‟s
utility average was slightly below the maximum (see figure 7.4 for typological placement
of EP4).
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SIP Catalytic Factors
EP4 had a clear idea of what needed to be accomplished in the SIP, but also felt
that it should be obvious to everyone else, as well. She stated “the breadth of what we
had to accomplish was almost a given.” EP4 based her perspective on site level data. She
said, “We had to improve our test scores…what we are going to do, to meet those goals,
is a school wide decision-making process.” Thus, collaborative opinion and site level data
were key catalytic factors for the creation of the SIP (see table 7.4 for matrix of SIP
catalytic factors).
Budgetary Catalytic Factors
Site level data was also a major catalytic factor in budget decisions. EP4
explained by saying, “…what is it that this program needs in order to go forward…that‟s
how we spend the money.” More specific to the SIP, EP4 discussed the school‟s action
steps, which were derived from their SIP. She said, “Everything we want to do, in those
action steps, is how a budget is decided.”
Collaborative opinion and teacher wish lists were identified as additional catalytic
factors for ES4‟s budgetary decision. The principal explained the importance of teacher
involvement by saying, “…the ability for teacher‟s to decide, how they wanted to use
their money - and many of them use it for tutoring before and after Saturday school decisions have been made, I think that‟s been very important.”
Such involvement evolved over time, beginning first as an administrative task and
then as a more collaborative one:
“It‟s gone from mainly the principal and lead teachers making most of the
decisions, to having each of the communities that give [input] on budgets; and
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they look at, globally what‟s needed…and I have to tell you at the beginning, it
was very satisfying, that we are looking deep enough [at the] kinds of things that
we will spend their budgets on. So, everybody is given a budget and they are
allowed to determine how they want to spend that money within their
communities and then there is another budget. That more globally affects school
wide and so its sort of a combination.”
In other words, the total school budget was made up of a school-wide budget, plus
individual “community” budgets (see table 7.4 for matrix of budgetary catalytic factors).

Table 7.4: Catalytic factors and connectedness matrix for empowerment school 4

Direct Connectedness
EP4 was enthusiastic about the connection between the schools budget and SIP,
directly saying that they align, “Perfectly. Absolutely! Everything we want to do, in those
action steps, is how a budget is decided.”
Indirect Connectedness
The direct connection stated above was indirectly reinforced by the use of both
site level data and collaborative opinion as catalytic factors in the development of both
the SIP and the budget. The principal made specific reference to leaders and staff looking
at program goals in the SIP in order to determine how money should be spent to achieve
those goals. EP4 stated, “What is it that this program needs in order to go forward. And
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then once we determine there is a need, that‟s how we spend the money.” More specific
to the SIP, EP4 discussed the school‟s action steps, which were derived from their SIP.
She said, “Everything we want to do, in those action steps, is how a budget is decided.”
Such an approach to budgetary decisions reveals a high level of connectedness between
the budgetary decisions and the SIP (see figure 7.4 for typological placement of EP4).
Key Fiscal Allocations
Professional development was one of the fiscal allocations aligned with Odden‟s
Resource Indicators. EP4 said, “I like being able to bring in consultants that we still need
in different areas,” and “…we can have consultants here, we buy the books and then
apply, and then they comeback and they discuss how they are applied. So, there is a very
intentional and purposeful way of doing that - professional development - and it is
invented in their practice.”
Additional budget allocations included length of the school day. This option was
open for teachers to put money toward after school educational activities with their
students. EP4 said, “many of [the teachers] use [additional funding] for tutoring before
and after [school, and for] Saturday school.”
EP4 also discussed a heavy focus on funding the integration of technology into
the classroom, and bringing „technology help‟ to the classroom.
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CHAPTER 8
PRINCIPAL INTERVIEWS – CROSS ANALYSIS
Introduction
In the preceding chapters, the principal interviews from the empowerment schools
and control schools were evaluated as separate groups using the framework of analysis
outlined in chapter 5. In this chapter, a cross analysis was conducted to determine what
differences or similarities existed between the two groups.

Principal’s Sense of Empowerment
Every one of the four control schools displayed some level of autonomy in their
results. The most managed of the four schools, C3 and C4, were only slightly on the
managed side of the typological range. On average, the control schools were slightly less
autonomous than the empowerment schools, whose most managed school was still on the
autonomous side of the middle.
EP2 explained well, the sense of empowerment expressed by several of the
empowerment principals, saying “some of the years…not many other people wanted to
be involved and now that everybody is empowered they feel that and so we put it out for
the staff again and this time we have got a lot more newer memberships.” EP3 stressed a
sense of responsibility that his staff has, knowing that they are empowered, saying, “it‟s
also accountability because that, to me, that‟s what empowerment school is about. You
are to be given this awesome responsibility…you know, this is what we want to do.”
The most noticeable difference in the control schools was more references to
outside influence. CP4 mentioned, “We are all in strict guidelines.” CP1 said “I know

165

that there is something that I would definitely want to make changes [to],” insinuating an
inability to make desired changes. While the empowerment principals may have
expressed some level of outside management, it was indirectly intimated while control
principals talked about central administration control in more direct manner (see figure
8.1 for typological placement of all eight schools).

Figure 8.1: The principals’ sense of empowerment from the district measured on a
continuum between managed and autonomous for control school and empowerment
school principals.

Principal’s Willingness to Empower
The control school principals had varied results on the typological range from
retainer to collaborator. Some of the principals displayed characteristics indicative of
both extremes. CP1, for example, made reference to decision making teams, parent
meetings, and teacher input that were all a part of the school‟s decision-making process.
However, she also stated, “we have choices, we had more choices to go with and I chose
envisioned math,” revealing her own retention of decision-making power.
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CP2 was more direct about his level of power retention, stating that he sought
input, but left the final decision up to administration. He went so far as to state, “But once
again I don‟t think that there were enough top notch teachers to get a grip on them
together and make those kinds of decisions,” and, in regard to budget decisions, “I do feel
that I have the final say on those decisions.”
CP3 expressed similar sentiments, saying, “[The teachers] were not really
empowered to decision make or put input but they also aren‟t ready for it yet…”
CP4 was unique among the control school principals, being the one that appeared
to actively support a collaborative decision making community in his school. He was a
bit of an outlier amongst a markedly „retainer‟ group of administrators. Each of the other
three expressed a desire to be collaborative, or an attempt at being collaborative, but
when it came down to the actual decisions, they were made by the principal or the
administrative team.
A statement by EP1 gives a good summary of the general empowerment
principals‟ view of the decision-making process in their schools. He said, “We have a
leadership team that is made up of representatives from every grade level including
specialist and support staff and all budgetary decisions go to leadership team.” This
reveals that the principal isn‟t just requesting input from staff, and isn‟t simply
considering the opinion of his staff, but is actually handing the decision over to this
representative committee. It reveals a relinquishment of power by the principal. While
none of the empowerment schools completely relinquished all power or decisions to their
staff, their overall typological position was much closer to the „collaborator‟ end of the
spectrum than „retainer.‟
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The empowerment principals collaborated in different ways. Some formed
committees to make joint decisions. One principal made a proposal and had his staff
make any changes they wanted to it. Another allowed individuals to make decisions
regarding certain amounts of money. While they all used different methods of
collaboration, each was placed closer to „collaborator‟ on the typology. Thus, as a whole,
the empowerment principals were far more collaborative than their control counterparts.
There was a trust that their staff had the ability to make decisions that was not seen with
some of the control principals. Most used very few “I” statements, always referring to
group decision-making by using “we” and “they.”
While the control schools were more at the „retainer‟ end of the typological
spectrum, they did express some of the same methods similar to those used by the
empowerment schools when discussing the decisions on which they did collaborate. The
use of committees, parent involvement, and teacher requests were utilized by both
groups. These factors were simply given much more weight in the empowerment schools
(see figure 8.2 for typological placement of all eight schools).
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Figure 8.2: The principals’ willingness to empower measured on a continuum
between retainer and collaborator for control school and empowerment school
principals.

Utility of Site Level Committees
Both the empowerment and control schools‟ principals spoke of the use of
committees in their decision-making processes. Both groups involved teachers, parents,
and administrative staff. However, the utility of those committees was different.
The following statement by CP1 is a good example of the overall perspective
displayed by most of the control school principals in regard to the utility of their
committees. She said, “Well, I have been very vocal about what my beliefs are, and what
my vision of the school [is,] and the direction that we need to take, and even the Title
plans that I have put out there. Anybody, if you wanted to be a part of the training come
to the library and just ask. And so then, this is what the committee decided – this is how
we spend our money, this is what we are going to do.”
CP1 directly stated that she was “very vocal” about her own beliefs. She went on
to point out specific curricular items that she chose “based on the four choices that we
had.” While a committee may have outlined choices, the final decision came down to the
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principal. Additionally, she was “very vocal” about her own opinion, making it safe to
assume that her preferred option was included in the list of four options presented by the
committee. Thus, if the principal‟s opinion is included in a list of options, and that same
principal is the one who chooses which of the four options to go with, the resulting utility
of the committee is rather low.
Furthermore, three of the four control principals expressed a lack of trust in their
committee members. While the control principals may have had committees without
having trust in those groups, their decisions would have a low regard. Thus, their utility is
most likely low as well.
CP4 indicated a higher level of utility of decision-making committees, but still
stated that the administration “checked” to ensure that the decisions were in line with the
schools‟ goals. Such a process could be perceived to be a valuable check and balance
system, or a lack of trust. Overall, the low utility of committees in the control schools
bore a marked contrast to the high utility in the empowerment schools.
Instead of stating that the administration checks on the staff decisions to ensure
that they are inline with the schools goals, EP1 explains, “when the budget items are
brought to the leadership team we open it to discussion to see if the budget items are
directly linked to our mission and our vision which is also linked to our school
improvement plan.” Here, that check and balance is also left up to a committee. It is a
transparent process rather than a quiet check done without the knowledge of the team.
This particular school set up a process for the entire staff to get involved, requiring a 75%
approval rating in a private ballot in order to pass a decision.
Much like the empowerment principals collaborated in different ways, they also
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utilized their committees in different ways, but they all used them to a high degree. As
was previously stated, EP1 allowed the staff to challenge decisions and put them to a
vote. EP2 had different types of teams, one of which brought forth teacher ideas and
concerns, thus involving the entire staff. EP3 brought together his entire staff to do lineby-line analysis of, and revisions to the SIP. EP4 started with small groups who presented
their decisions to a subgroup and so on up the ranks to the final decision making team.
While C4 and E4 showed similar levels of site level committee utility, the
remaining schools were very different; the control schools showing very low levels of
committee utility, and the empowerment schools showing very high levels of site level
committee utility (see figure 8.3 for typological placement of all eight schools).

Figure 8.3: Utility of site level decision making committees measured on a
continuum between no utility and high utility for control school and empowerment
school principals.
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SIP Catalytic Factors
The empowerment and control schools had some noticeable similarities and
differences in the catalytic factors they used in the formation of the SIP. Three of four
control schools and three of four empowerment schools used site level data. Three of four
control schools and all four empowerment schools used collaborative opinion. One of
each, utilized the status quo as a catalytic factor. The only other factor used by either
group of schools was unilateral principal opinion. Three of the four control schools used
this catalytic factor while none of the empowerment schools did.
CP1 summarized an opinion that seemed to be overarching within the control
schools by responding to the question of who would write the SIP by saying, “well I may
be the one that tries.” Although she, and the other control school principals, discussed
other catalytic factors, they all justified a need for unilateral opinion at some point. As
was noted earlier, for several of the control principals, that need came from a lack of trust
in their staff to make decisions affecting the school. C2 explained, “I don‟t think that
there were enough top notch teachers to get a grip on them together and make those kinds
of decisions. We have some good teachers in the class room, [but because] they have a
class room, they would focus, [just] not a school wide focus.” CP3 had a similar
viewpoint, and said his staff is “not really empowered to decision make or put input but
they [the teachers] also aren‟t ready for it yet…”
In stark contrast, none of the empowerment principals made reference to
unilateral principal opinion. A more common theme was expressed by EP4 in his
statement, “We had to improve our test scores…what we are going to do to meet those
goals, is [determined with] a school wide decision-making process.” As we have already
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seen, these schools gave a greater focus to the site level data and the opinion of staff,
parents and committees.

Budgetary Catalytic Factors
Catalytic factors for budgetary decisions revealed some similar findings in the
empowerment and control schools. All but one school (C1) used their SIP, and all but one
school (C2) used collaborative opinion. All of the control schools used “wish lists”, while
only two of the empowerment schools did. Two schools which did not use “wish lists,”
E1 and E2, included teachers on committees for decision making. EP1‟s decision-making
teams included representatives for every grade, and EP2‟s decisions went to a staff vote.
Therefore, teachers in all schools had some mechanism at their disposal for teacher input.
The greater difference comes in to play in how each group of schools utilized that
teacher input. The control schools took in to consideration specific itemized requests
from teachers (the wish lists). While the empowerment schools did a little of this, their
teachers were involved less with making specific requests, and more with being involved
with committee based decisions.
Other minimal differences were noted in the use of status quo and unilateral
principal opinion. C2 and C4 used status quo, and C2 used unilateral principal opinion.
Because the latter of these wasn‟t employed by a majority of the schools, it
communicates little about the differences between the empowerment and control schools‟
decision-making process. The use of status quo was slightly more prominent, being used
by two of the four control schools, however, neither principal gave a great amount of
focus to this factor.
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The most prominent difference between the two groups of schools was the use of
site level data. Within the group of control schools, only C4 mentioned this factor,
referring to the study of previous years‟ results. In contrast, three of the four
empowerment schools made reference to using site level data for decision making. CP4
explained that their teams ask, “what is it that this program needs in order to go forward.
And then once we determine there is a need, that‟s how we spend the money.”

Connectedness between SIP and Budget Decisions
Both direct statements of connectedness and implied connectedness between the
SIP and budgetary decisions were evaluated in theme four. Every principal agreed that
the two were connected, however, their explanations therein varied. In looking at both
their explanations and the catalytic factors that were used in the formation of the SIP and
the budget, C1 and C2 were both considered to have a mid-range level of connectedness,
while C3 and C4, as well as all of the empowerment schools were given higher levels of
connectedness.
Looking first at the schools with a lowest level of connectedness, CP1 identified
collaborative opinion as a catalytic factor for budgetary decisions, but unilateral principal
opinion was used in the formation of the SIP. While collaborative opinion may have been
used in both budgetary and SIP formation, the SIP formation process also relied on
unilateral principal opinion. This factor poses the risk of overshadowing committee
opinion. Therefore, the connection between committee opinions in the two processes
existents, but cannot be assumed to be strong. As this was the only factor indirectly
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connecting the two decision-making processes, the connectedness is rated slightly below
a mid-range.
The second school with a lower level of connectedness was C2. The principal
indicated indirect connectedness through unilateral principal opinion and status quo.
While unilateral principal opinion indicates a level of connectedness, the status quo
connection is inconclusive. While it was used in both the formation of the SIP and the
budget, there is no proof of an attempt to cross-reference the budget with the SIP. Instead,
it reveals only an attempt to cross-reference the current budget with past budgets, and the
current SIP with past SIPs. Unless the past budget was based on the past SIP, a level of
connectedness between the two cannot be assumed. The result is a mid-range level of
connectedness between SIP and budgetary decisions.
Since CP3 and CP4 received higher levels of connectedness, it is important to
indicate what set them apart. CP3 not only indicated that “yes” there was a direct
connection between the decision-making processes; he went on to give supporting
evidence as delineated in chapter 6. Also, the use of unilateral principal opinion in the
decision-making processes indirectly allowed the processes to be connected since they
were stemming from the principal‟s viewpoint. CP4 avoided the pitfall of using status
quo that CP2 did, (i.e. using last year‟s SIP for this year‟s). CP4 used last year‟s SIP plan
but in the context of using it as the bases for beginning a dialogue for implementing
change.
Within the empowerment schools, direct statements of connection between the
decision-making processes earned the schools higher levels of connectedness. EP2 states
that budget decisions are tied “directly to” the SIP, allowing for the effective use of funds
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and achievement of goals. EP3 took a similar approach, stating “anything we put in the
SIP plan we pretty much know we are going to get funded…” And EP4 was adamant
about an intentional connection, stating, “Perfectly. Absolutely! Everything we want to
do, in those action steps [SIP], is how a budget is decided.” Therefore, while both the
control and empowerment groups had principals that explained a direct connection
between the decision making processes, the highest ranked of the control schools still
were assigned a slightly lower level of connectedness (see figure 8.4 for typological
placement of all eight schools).

Figure 8.4: Connectedness of SIP and budget decisions measured on a continuum
between not connected and connected for control school and empowerment school
principals.

Key Fiscal Allocations
Key resource allocations identified in the principal transcripts were compared
with Odden‟s et. al. (2003) School Resource Indicators that were deemed under the
control of the principal to determine whether the fiscal decisions were targeting areas that
are shown to increase student achievement. Based on the principal‟s responses, the
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empowerment schools utilized, on average, 2.5 of Odden‟s indicators, while the control
schools used an average of 1.5 (two schools identified none of Odden‟s indicators, one
school identified four and another school two).
Two main differences emerged under theme five. First, two control schools did
not mention allocating money toward any of the resource indicators that Odden el. Al
(2003) had shown increased student achievement. CP3 mentioned only technology
allocations. CP4 was a little more vague, mentioning the addition of three staff positions,
but not specifying which positions. It was unclear whether or not the new staff positions
contributed to an academic focus.
The second noticeable difference between the control and empowerment schools
was in how they explained their fiscal allocations. Empowerment principals tended to
include specific reasons for why they choose a specific allocation. For example, EP1
explained why monies were allocated toward conferences when she said, “extending
myself and the assistant principal through AST conference, so we can bring back current
research and leadership.”
She also gave details on the extension of their school day, explaining, “We also
pay for our instructional assistants to be here for an extra half hour everyday because we
extended the school day 34 minutes, but we don‟t have extra time for the instructional
assistants. So every single [one] of the instructional assistant also is working an extra half
hour, [to] an hour a day, and that also comes out of the extra duty pay...” Among other
things, EP2 explained a specific math program that was purchased. EP3, who indicated
an emphasis on special academic focus, referenced several researchers and studies on
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grading practices. EP4 discussed specific professional development allocations and
before and after school tutoring allocations.
In contrast, the control school principals stated what they did but gave fewer
details on why. CP1 said only, “we have a team of people going to a training session…we
have 6 sessions that we are going to and we are going to be doing a lot of either analysis
or looking at our needs.” This tells nothing about what needs are being evaluated, or how
the conference will make improvements within the school. CP1 did go in to detail about
one particular academic item – a reading program – that received special funding. CP4
stated, “Consistency is important so last year we had earmarked three positions for it and
so if we are going to see some kind of growth or see if [the reading program] is working,
we know the three to five years cycle. So we kept our intervention strategist and an
instructional assistant.” Here the reasoning is fairly vague, and the responsibilities of the
positions are not explained in depth.

Summary
Using the framework of analysis outlined in chapter 5, a cross analysis was
conducted to determine the differences or similarities between empowerment schools and
control schools. Overall, the empowerment school principals were more autonomous and
collaborative than those in the control schools, who leaned more toward feeling managed
and being retainers. The empowerment schools had a higher level of connectedness
between the SIP and budget decisions and showed much higher levels of utility of their
site level decision making committees.
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Within their decision making, empowerment schools used an average of 2.5 of
Odden's et. al. (2003) School Resource Indicators which were shown to increase student
achievement, while empowerment schools used an average of 1.5, with two schools not
mentioning any of the indicators. Empowerment school principals gave detail as to why
they made specific allocations, while control schools stated what decisions were made
but with fewer details as to why.
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CHAPTER 9
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This study used a two-phase, concurrent, mixed-methods design to generate the
findings for each of the seven research questions. The first four questions were addressed
in phase I, while the last three questions were answered in phase II. Phase I used
quantitative methods to examine the fiscal allocation patterns of all elementary schools,
empowerment schools, and a set of matched control schools using descriptive statistics
and an analysis of variance. Thereafter, data envelopment analysis, a non parametric
model, was used to measure the relative efficiency of the elementary schools in the
district over the four study years. Phase II used a phenomenological approach to explore
the principal responses from the interview protocol.

Summary of the Findings
Research Question 1:
How are monies distributed among expenditure categories for all elementary
schools in a large urban district?
Descriptive statistics, which included mean, median, variance, standard deviation,
minimum, maximum, and range were calculated for all elementary schools for the four
study years or 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 to describe how fiscal allocations were
distributed among these eight expenditure sub-categories: face-to-face teaching,
classroom materials, pupil support, teacher support, program support, non-instructional
pupil services, facilities and school management.
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Over the four study years, the district allowed for an annual increase in total
expenditures of $1,037 per year, which resulted in an increase of 57% over the four study
years. The mean total expenditures increased from $5,457 in 2005 to $8,570 in 2008.
Expenditure increases between the two baseline years, 2005 and 2006, were the largest at
33%.
Percent of total expenditures for each expenditure category changed slightly over
the four years. Face-to-face teaching accounted for the largest percentage over the four
years, peaking in 2008 at 62.6%. The smallest expenditure came in pupil support and
non-instructional pupil services, depending on the year. Pupil support was at its lowest in
2005 at 1%, while non-instructional pupil support was 1.3% that same year. During the
other three study years, these two expenditure categories switched as the lowest
expenditure. For the final year of the study, the percentage of expenditures for face-toface teaching was 62%, for classroom materials was 4.8%, for pupil support was 1%, for
teacher support was 6.9%, for program support was 6.7%, for Non-instructional support
was 3.4%, for facilities was 8.9%, and for school management was 6.7%.

Research Question 2:
How are monies distributed among expenditure categories for the empowerment
schools and matched control schools in a large urban district?
Additional descriptive statistics, which included mean, median, variance, standard
deviation, minimum, maximum, and range, were calculated for both empowerment and
matched control schools for all four study years - 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 - to
describe how fiscal allocations were distributed among the eight expenditure sub-
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categories: face-to-face teaching, classroom materials, pupil support, teacher support,
program support, non-instructional pupil services, facilities and school management.
Over the four study years, the empowerment schools increased their total
expenditures from $5,232 to $9,184 while the matched control schools increased from
$5,060 to $8,928. The largest year increase came between years 2005 and 2006 where
the empowerment and control schools experienced increases of 30% and 35%
respectively. During 2006, both the empowerment and control schools were spending
about the same per pupil, however, by 2008, the empowerment schools were spending an
average of $256 more per pupil due do their differentiated funding.
Percent allocation of total expenditures within each expenditure category varied
slightly between the empowerment and matched control schools over the four years.
Face-to-face teaching accounted for the largest percentage in this expenditure category in
2008 at 63.8% within the empowerment and 61.6% within the control schools. The
smallest expenditure was pupil support and non-instructional pupil services depending on
the year. Pupil support was at its lowest in 2005 at 0.1% while non-instructional pupil
support was 1.5% that same year. During the other three study years, these two
expenditure categories switched as the lowest expenditure. For the final year of the
study, the percentage of expenditures for empowerment and control schools respectively
for face-to-face teaching were 63.8% and 61.6%, for classroom materials were 3.8% and
4.9%, for pupil support were 0.9% and 0.6 1%, for teacher support were 5.9% and 6.2%,
for program support were 7.6% and 4.8%, for Non-instructional support were 3.8% and
3.8%, for facilities were 8.8% and 8.8%, and for school management were 5.8% and
5.7%.
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Research Question 3:
What are the differences and/or similarities in expenditure patterns between the
empowerment schools, matched control schools, and all the elementary schools in a
large urban district?
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculated to determine if a significant
difference existed among the three study contexts – all schools, empowerment schools,
and matched control schools in expenditure patterns. No significant difference was found
among the three study contexts within the eight, In$ite expenditure categories. During
2008, the ANOVA revealed a significant difference (p < .05) in the classroom material
expenditure category, however, the results of a Scheffe post-hoc test showed that in
actuality the difference was not significant at the p < .05 level.

Research Question 4:
What is the relationship between fiscal allocation patterns and student outcomes for
the elementary schools? Empowerment schools? And matched control schools?
A cost minimization, variable return to scale Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA)
model was used to examine the relative efficiency of elementary schools and two
subgroups of schools using demographic and fiscal expenditure inputs and student
achievement outputs.
The DEA results revealed that during the four study years - 2005, 2006, 2007, and
2008 - the mean efficiency rating for all elementary schools fluctuated only a few
percentage points, ranging from 87.1% to 89.3% efficient. Additionally, the percent of

183

schools deemed 100% efficient remained consistent over the same time period, ranging
from 15% to 19%.
However, both the empowerment schools and matched control schools saw a
decline in mean efficiency nearly every year during the same time period. The number of
schools deemed 100% efficient also declined, reaching zero by 2008.
When isolating the two baseline years, 2005 and 2006, the means were relatively
similar among the three study contexts ranging only a few percentage points from one
another. However, during the two study years, 2007 and 2008, the discrepancy in the
mean of empowerment schools to all schools widened between 12% and 15%. Within
the control schools, the discrepancy in the mean does not show up until 2008 where its
efficiency rating drops 12% from the average of all schools.
Despite these differences within the two study years, a one-way analysis of
variable (ANOVA) was used to compare means and found no significant difference at the
p < .05 level among the three study contexts. In the final year (2008), the F ratio
increased to 2.15, while p fell to .12.
There are three possible explanations for the decline in efficiency percentages
during the two study years (2007 and 2008). First, the study schools may have decreased
their outcome performances while keeping their inputs static, second, the study schools
may have increased their inputs while not variably increasing their outcome performance,
or third, the other enveloped schools may have become more efficient. While it is not
clear why the substantial decline in efficiency percentages was found in the control and
empowerment schools during the final two years, the actions these school needed to take
to reach 100% efficiency was determined.
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Research Question 5:
What is the governance structure and process for developing school budget
priorities and school budgets in empowerment schools compared with a set of
matched control schools?
The control and empowerment schools displayed several noticeable differences in
their governance structure for developing school budget priorities. The first of which
involved the principal‟s sense of empowerment. The control schools‟ principals felt more
controlled by outside influence in their decisions. Thus, they perceived their budget
priorities to be set by the district or other influences outside the school. Empowerment
principals, however, were much less vocal about any „outside influence‟. While such
influence may have existed, they were only suggestive of the point, rather than directly
stating as any factor in their decision making process. Empowerment principals seemed
to perceive themselves as a greater influencing factor on the decision making process
than did control school principals.
Likewise, empowerment school principals were more collaborative in their
decision making than were the principals of control schools. While both groups cited
some of the same methods of collaboration, such as the use of committees, parent
involvement and teacher requests, empowerment schools seemed to give these methods
more weight. Empowerment principals did more than just consider the opinions of their
staff or decision-making teams. They actually allowed their staffs to make the decisions.
The control principals more often listened to input, but retained the power to make the
final decision for themselves. Of the empowerment principals, three used very few “I”
statements, unlike their control counterparts, and none of them discussed their staff‟s
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inability to make decisions, as did the principals of control schools. The empowerment
principals had more confidence in their staffs‟ ability in decision making than did control
school principals.
The use of site level committees varied widely between the control and
empowerment schools. Both groups had committees and gave them responsibilities, but
three of the four control principals expressed a lack of trust in their committees. They
typically listened to the input of the committee but made the final decision on their own.
Even the principal of the control school with the highest level of utility stated that he
checked to ensure that the decisions were in line with school goals.
In stark contrast, the empowerment principals discussed having the committee
itself as that check and balance, ensuring that all decisions were linked to the school‟s
goals. The process thus became transparent and inclusive. One of the empowerment
schools described staff votes requiring a 75% approval rating for decisions to be
accepted.
The use of SIP in budgetary decision making was not substantially different
between two control schools and the empowerment schools. The other two control
schools expressed a lower level of connectedness between the school improvement
process and the process for SIP and budget decisions.
The schools with lower levels of connectedness did not explain the overt
connections between their SIP and budget. They may have stated that they were
connected but not explained how they were connected. Those schools with a high level of
connectedness between the SIP development and budgetary decisions verbally stated a
direct connection between the two decision making processes and went on to give
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supporting evidence. One empowerment school principal explained his process for
developing budget priorities by directly stating that their school improvement plan drives
every decision that is made in regard to the budget.

Research Question 6:
What is the governance structure and process for developing school improvement
plans in empowerment schools compared with a set of matched control schools?
It was evident that the decision-making culture of a school was consistent,
whether their decisions were regarding the school improvement plan or budgetary
decisions. Many of the principals‟ comments applied to both their SIP decision making
process and their budget process, and certainly the philosophy behind the decisions was
consistent.
Looking again at the principals‟ sense of empowerment, this affected their SIP
decisions as much as it did their budgetary decisions. As detailed earlier, the control
schools‟ principals felt more controlled by outside influences. As a result, they perceived
their SIP priorities were „predetermined.‟ One control principal summed it up by
explaining that there were things he wanted to make changes to, but insinuating an
inability to do so. Empowerment principals were less vocal about external influence.
These principals seemed to perceive themselves and/or their staff as being in charge of
the decision making process. They acknowledged meeting, discussing their SIP as a
group, and then making decisions based on those discussions. Little mention was made of
pre-determined guidelines or requirements.
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Principals in the empowerment schools were more collaborative in their SIP
decision-making processes. A heavy emphasis was placed on leadership teams, grade
level discussions and staff votes. None of the empowerment principals identified
unilateral principal opinion as a catalytic factor, whereas it was noted by some control
school principals.
Overall, both in the budgetary decision making process and the school
improvement planning process, control school principals were less collaborative than
their empowered counterparts. Empowerment schools gave more decision making power
to committees and staff, while control schools relied on the opinion of their principals,
and the status quo.

Research Question 7:
What are the links between fiscal decision making and school improvement efforts
in empowerment schools compared with the control schools?
The most obvious links between fiscal decision-making and school improvement
efforts in the empowerment and control schools were those that were directly stated. One
empowerment principal in particular explained that the SIP and budgetary decisions were
inseparable; that every budget decision comes from a careful study of the goals of the
SIP. This general principle was shared by other empowerment principals, as well. They
expressed a need to be accountable for the increased freedom and responsibility they
gained by becoming an empowerment school. Every one of the empowerment schools
also displayed connections between SIP and budget decisions in the area of collaborative
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opinion, and half showed connections with site level data. All four empowerment schools
showed higher levels of linkages between budgetary and SIP decisions.
The control schools also expressed connections between their SIP and budgetary
decisions, but had fewer direct statements of connectedness. Some of the schools‟
indirect connections were deemed weak because it was established based upon
characteristics such as status quo or teacher wish lists. While status quo may have been
used in both the decision-making processes for the SIP and the budgets, it doesn‟t
necessarily create meaningful connections between the two. If the SIP and budget were
not previously connected, then any new budgets and SIPs based upon incremental
changes of the old ones would still not be connected. Instead, there would be only an
attempt to cross-reference the current budget with past budgets and the current SIP with
past SIPs. As for teacher wish lists, these typically account for a small percentage of the
budget, thus creating a limited overall impact on any school improvement efforts.
Overall, two of the control schools showed a level of connectedness between
budgetary and SIP decisions equivalent to that of the empowerment schools. The other
two control schools demonstrated little or no linkages between their SIP and budgetary
processes.

Conclusions
Empowerment schools expressed a noticeably greater sense of empowerment
within their school than did the control schools.
All four empowerment schools used collaboration in their decision-making
processes for both school improvement and budgetary decisions. Site-level
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data was used by two of the four empowerment schools in these decision
make processes.
No one factor stood out as a connection between the SIP and budgetary
decision making processes for control schools.
Empowerment and control schools both showed decreases in efficiency
percentages when compared with themselves during base line years (2005 and
2006) and with all elementary schools in the district during the study years
(2007 and 2008).
Being an empowerment school did not ensure that these schools would make
decisions that improved overall efficiency.
While empowerment principal may have been more aware of their school
issues and had more site control over decisions to address them, these
principals seemed unaware of the body of literature and connects school based
fiscal allocation decisions to educational outcomes and their potential impact
on student achievement.
It became apparent throughout this study that principals assigned to the newly
formed empowerment schools had little orientation or professional
development around the vision, understandings, or skills necessary to
implement the process.
Ongoing professional development and support may facilitate empowerment
schools to reach their maximum potential.
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Recommendations and Further Exploration
Several topics arose from this study that would warrant further exploration. It was
noted that both the control and empowerment schools became equally less efficient
during the final year of the study (2008) and that the empowerment schools saw a decline
in efficiency in 2007, all while the mean efficiency percentage of all schools stayed
constant. Because the drop in efficiency was only seen in the later two years of the study,
expanding the study to include more years with the empowerment concept in place would
increase reliability in the findings. Also, further exploration into why the four
empowerment and four control schools performed similarly in terms of their relative
efficiency warrants further study. If increased dollars did not result in any change in
student outcomes, then efficiency would be reduced. There were not clear indications that
fiscal allocations processes were closely linked to school improvement efforts. Utilizing
production and cost functions could give further insight into how their spending decisions
affected their levels of efficiency.
While the empowerment schools were given more decision making power, it is
unclear through the interview transcripts whether they received specific training in
leading empowerment schools. It would be of value to explore the degree and type of
preparation of leaders that were assigned to empowerment schools.
Future research could employ a more extensive interview process over time that
focused on SIP and fiscal decision making processes lending a greater level of
trustworthiness to this study. Conducting extended interviews longitudinally would
provide more clarity among the constructed themes and linkages between setting school
improvement goals and making fiscal allocation decisions.

191

Finally, while this study focused on elementary schools, future research could test
the empowerment concept in middle and secondary schools as well.
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APPENDIX A
ANOVA RESULTS FOR IN$ITE SUBCATEGORIES

Table A.1: Total spending ANOVA results for all schools, control schools, and
empowerment schools.

Table A.2: Face-to-face teaching spending ANOVA results for all schools, control
schools, and empowerment schools.
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Table A.3: Classroom materials spending ANOVA results for all schools, control
schools, and empowerment schools.

Table A.4: Classroom materials Scheffe post-hoc results for all schools, control
schools, and empowerment schools for the year 2008.

A, all schools; C, control schools; E, empowerment schools. The mean difference (I-J) is
determined by subtracting the minor row variable mean (J) Type from major for mean (I)
Type.
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Table A.5: Pupil support spending ANOVA results for all schools, control schools,
and empowerment schools.

Table A.6: Teacher support spending ANOVA results for all schools, control
schools, and empowerment schools.
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Table A.7: Program support spending ANOVA results for all schools, control
schools, and empowerment schools.

Table A.8: Non-instructional pupil services spending ANOVA results for all schools,
control schools, and empowerment schools.
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Table A.9: Facilities spending ANOVA results for all schools, control schools, and
empowerment schools.

Table A.10: School management spending ANOVA results for all schools, control
schools, and empowerment schools.
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Table A.11: DEA efficiency ANOVA results for all schools, control schools, and
matched empowerment schools over the four study years.
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